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Evaluation of the First Year of a Statewide Problem Solving/Response to Intervention 
Initiative: Preliminary Findings 
Jose Castillo 
ABSTRACT 
 
 This program evaluation study examined the relationship between Problem 
Solving/Response to Intervention (PS/RtI) training and technical assistance and educator 
and implementation outcomes following the first year of a 3-year project. Educators from 
40 pilot schools in eight districts participating in the study received ongoing professional 
development targeting the rationale for the initiative, systems change issues, and the steps 
of the PS/RtI model. Data on educator beliefs, educator perceived and demonstrated 
PS/RtI skills, and PS/RtI implementation were collected throughout the year from the 40 
pilot schools as well as 33 comparison schools. To examine the relationships between 
PS/RtI training and technical assistance and preliminary outcomes, a series of multi-level 
models were conducted. Results of the analyses suggested that the ongoing professional 
development provided during the first year related to some outcomes. Specifically, 
PS/RtI training and technical assistance appeared to be positively related to increases in 
the beliefs and perceived skills of educators. The relationship between professional 
development activities and other outcomes targeted during the first year (i.e., 
demonstrated skills and implementation) was unclear. Potential explanations for the 
findings from this study and implications for future research are discussed. 
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Chapter I 
 
Introduction 
Public schools, as government- funded institutions, are expected to abide by 
federal and state statutes governing educational services (Jacob & Hartshorne, 2003). 
Despite decades of federal and state educational reform mandates focusing on improving 
the processes of teaching (e.g., strengthening curricula, upgrading the quality of teachers 
and instruction, improving instructional resources and materials; Passow, 1990), 
significant proportions of students continue to struggle to achieve academic and behavior 
benchmarks. Recent estimates indicate that approximately 20-40% of school-age children 
experience reading difficulties (Fletcher & Lyon, 1998; Grigg, Donahue, & Dion, 2007), 
while approximately 20-30% struggle with basic math skills (Grigg et al., 2007). 
Furthermore, epidemiological study estimates indicate that 16-22% of school-age 
children exhibit diagnosable mental health problems (Hoagwood & Johnson, 2003), 
many of which may be moderated by academic and behavioral problems encountered in 
schools (Kellam, Mayer, Rebok, & Hawkins, 1998). In addition, significant achievement 
gaps continue to exist between racial/ethnic minorities, low socio-economic status (SES) 
students, and English Language Learners (ELLs) and their high-SES, Caucasian peers 
(Grigg et al., 2007).  
The aforementioned issues, along with studies demonstrating that students in the 
United States perform lower on standardized achievement tests than their same-age peers 
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from other industrialized nations (National Center for Education Statistics, 2005), are the 
catalyst for the school accountability movement. The cornerstone of the accountability 
movement, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB, 2002), shifts the focus of 
educational reform away from improving the processes of education and towards 
providing services that improve outcomes for all students. NCLB requires that every 
student perform at grade-level in reading and math by the 2013-2014 school year. States 
are required to develop intermediate goals that establish the percentage of students that 
must meet standards each year for a school to make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). 
These goals must be raised at least every 3 years and progress must be monitored using 
statewide assessments. Results from the statewide assessments must be disaggregated by 
race/ethnicity, socio-economic status (SES), English Language Learner (ELL) status, and 
disability (SWD) status when determining AYP. NCLB further stipulates that evidence-
based practices be used to instruct students and has allocated over 1 billion dollars in 
funding to help schools improve the quality of reading instruction in general education 
through implementation of programs such as Reading First and Early Reading First. 
Thus, NCLB holds schools accountable for the progress of all students by mandating that 
schools use evidence-based instruction and data to inform decision-making. 
Although schools are now being held accountable for the aggregated and 
disaggregated outcomes of all students, many questions remain about how schools can 
meet the mandates of NCLB (2002). To address these questions adequately, the reasons 
for the failure of schools to help significant proportions of students achieve grade level 
standards must be examined. Many researchers purport that one of the contributing 
factors behind the high levels of academic and behavior difficulties is that the traditional 
3 
3 
educational system is not structured to respond to students with diverse learning needs 
(Tilly, 2002; Torgesen, 2002). Instructional options for students in the traditional system 
are often bifurcated into two distinct categories, general and special education. Students 
who do not respond to the core general education curriculum are often referred for special 
education services with little or no attempt to provide evidence-based interventions in the 
general education environment (Batsche, Elliott, Schrag, & Tilly, 2005).  
Importantly, relying on special education as the primary mechanism for providing 
services to underachieving students is wrought with technical and logistical problems. 
Invalid identification procedures and increasing referral rates have resulted in a “wait-to-
fail” service delivery model (Batsche, Elliott, & Graden et al., 2005; President’s 
Commission on Excellence in Special Education [PCESE], 2002). Researchers have 
raised concerns over the persistent use of invalid identification criteria that rely on 
discrepancies between norm-referenced cognitive and academic achievement test scores 
to determine which students have learning disabilities that enable them to qualify for 
additional services (e.g., Fletcher, Francis, Morris, & Lyon, 2005). Critics of this 
approach have argued that requiring significant discrepancies between scores on norm-
referenced tests of cognitive processing and achievement (e.g., one standard deviation) 
force struggling students to wait for the gap between themselves and their peers to widen 
(Fletcher, Coulter, Reschly, & Vaughn, 2004). Despite these concerns, eligibility for 
special education services for students suspected of having a learning disability has 
typically been tied to discrepancy and regression models. Thus, students must fall months 
or even years behind their peers to be found eligible, while many referred students never 
receive services despite remaining behind their peers (Stanovich, 1999).  
4 
4 
One of the major factors that contributed to widespread use of the “wait-to-fail” 
traditional model was the previous iterations of the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act of 2004 (IDEIA, 2004). The previous iterations of IDEIA (starting with 
the Education of the Handicapped Act of 1975) created and shaped the bifurcated 
traditional system through a categorical funding mechanism requiring all IDEIA monies 
to be spent directly on special education services. Therefore, although Title I of the 
NCLB Act (formerly the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 1965) provides 
funding for remedial services in reading and math to those schools with significant 
proportions of students eligible for free-reduced lunch, many schools perceived that 
labeling students with a disability, despite the evidence suggesting that the identification 
procedures used were invalid, would secure additional services for struggling students 
(Fletcher et al., 2005).  
The 2004 reauthorization of IDEIA allows a maximum of 15% of IDEIA funding 
to be allocated to strengthening general education instruction through the provision of 
early intervening services to non-special education students. Specifically, the provision 
states:  
“A local educational agency may not use more than 15 percent of the amount such 
agency receives under this part for any fiscal year, less any amount reduced by the 
agency pursuant to subsection (a)(2)(C), if any, in combination with other amounts 
(which may include amounts other than education funds), to develop and implement 
coordinated, early intervening services, which may include interagency financing 
structures, for students in kindergarten through grade 12 (with a particular emphasis on 
students in kindergarten through grade 3) who have not been identified as needing special 
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education or related services but who need additional academic and behavioral support to 
succeed in a general education environment” (IDEIA, 2004, Sec. 613(f)). 
Thus, the 15% clause provides schools with additional funds to strengthen the quantity 
and quality of evidence-based interventions (early intervening services) available to 
general education students who fall behind. In addition, schools can spend money on 
assessments that allow educators to reliably and validly monitor the progress of student 
response to intervention. The expectations evident from IDEIA, therefore, are for schools 
to prevent problems through evidence-based, early intervening services in the general 
education environment and decrease reliance on special education services as the 
mechanism for remediation of student learning difficulties. 
In sum, NCLB (2002) and IDEIA (2004) mandate that schools use evidence-
based practices to improve student outcomes. Schools are required to provide research-
based instruction and use assessment to make data-based decisions about student 
progress. Importantly, both laws include language that emphasizes improving student 
performance in relationship to state approved standards. Through the two laws, mandates 
and funding are provided to schools in an effort to improve the quantity and quality of 
assessment and instructional options in general education with the goal of improving the 
performance of all students, regardless of whether they are identified with disabilities. 
The question of how educators are expected to meet the requirement of improving the 
performance of all students, however, remains unclear. Despite uncertainty regarding 
how to meet these expectations, references to the Problem Solving/Response to 
Intervention (PS/RtI) model, an approach to organizing services supported in the 
educational literature, occur throughout IDEIA.  
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Overview of Service Delivery in the PS/RtI Model 
Consistent with the expectations of NCLB (2002) and IDEIA (2004), a PS/RtI 
model uses assessment to facilitate the development and implementation of evidence-
based interventions in the general education environment and to determine the extent to 
which students respond to the interventions through continuous progress monitoring 
(Batsche, Elliott, Graden, et al., 2005). Although a number of examples of PS/RtI models 
exist in the literature, the process typically involves progressing through four major 
stages referred to as the problem-solving process; problem identification, problem 
analysis, plan development and implementation, and program evaluation/response to 
intervention (Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990). When addressing problems for a student or 
group of students, educators involved in group problem-solving teams use the four stages 
of the problem-solving process to systematically (1) identify the expected replacement 
behavior (i.e., the skill the student or students is/are expected to perform), (2) determine 
what factors are inhibiting performance of the replacement behavior, (3) develop and 
implement a plan to remove barriers to learning, and (4) evaluate student RtI (Batsche, 
Elliott, Graden, et al., 2005). Research on group problem-solving teams suggests that 
implementing problem-solving procedures improves student (e.g., academic 
performance, on-task behavior) and systemic outcomes (e.g., special education referrals 
and placements; Burns & Symington, 2002). See Figure 1 below for a diagram of the 
PS/RtI model. 
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Figure 1. Problem-Solving/Response-to-Intervention (PS/RtI) Diagram. 
 
 
 In addition to providing a framework for making decisions about student 
performance, the PS/RtI model contains mechanisms to help schools use their limited 
resources more efficiently. To increase the efficiency with which schools provide 
services, interventions are available for both individual and groups of students. 
Interventions available to students are typically categorized into three tiers that intensify 
and focus the interventions (Batsche, Elliott, & Graden, et al., 2005). Although the 
procedures vary somewhat for academics and behavior, the three-tier conceptual model is 
similar across both domains (see Figure 2 below). A brief description of the three-tier 
model based on Batsche, Elliott, Graden, et. al’s (2005) conceptualization follows.  
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Figure 2. Three-Tiered Response-to-Intervention Model. 
 
 
Tier I instruction involves providing scientific, research-based instruction to all 
students (i.e., universal intervention). Educators administer universal screening 
assessments 3-4 times per year and examine existing data to determine the overall impact 
of Tier I instruction and screen for individual students not responding to the curriculum. 
Research examining the impact of implementing Tier I intervention procedures has 
demonstrated improvements in academic, behavioral, and socio-emotional outcomes for 
students (Dolan, Kellam, Brown, et al., 1993; Kellam, et al., 1998; Kellam, Rebok, 
Mayer, Ialongo, & Kalodner, 1994; Kellam, Werthamer-Larsson, Dolan, et al., 1991). 
Tier II intervention (i.e., supplemental intervention) involves additional time and/or skill 
focus in the curriculum targeting the content area of concern (e.g., reading). Students 
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receiving Tier II interventions are monitored more frequently (e.g., monthly) to facilitate 
decision-making regarding the effectiveness of the intervention plan developed through 
the problem-solving process. Examination of the impact of interventions consistent with 
Tier II procedures has demonstrated that supplemental intervention improves the 
academic performance of students (Kamps & Greenwood 2003; Torgesen et al., 1999; 
Torgesen et al., 2001; Vaughn, 2003; Vellutino et al., 1996). Although the majority of 
students should respond to Tier I and II instruction, estimates indicate that approximately 
5% will require more intense, targeted interventions available through Tier III 
procedures. Tier III interventions typically involve highly idiosyncratic, intensive 
services that require the expertise of a diverse team of trained individuals. Educators 
monitor progress frequently (e.g., weekly) to make decisions regarding student RtI. 
Research examining the impact of Tier III services is sparse and difficult to interpret 
because the majority of studies examining idiosyncratic, intensive interventions have not 
demonstrated that the participants failed to respond to systematically administered Tier I 
and II interventions. 
Interventions developed for students receiving Tier III services may or may not 
involve resources outside of what can be realistically expected in the general education 
setting. When the resources (e.g., time, materials, personnel) required exceed what is 
available through general education, then the student is considered for special education 
eligibility. Thus, in the PS/RtI model, special education becomes a mechanism for 
providing additional, intensive services to students, not a location where students 
diagnosed with disabilities go to receive instruction. In addition, the PS/RtI model moves 
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the requirements for special education eligibility away from traditional norm-referenced 
assessments and towards the level of resources needed to improve student RtI.  
In summary, the PS/RtI model serves several functions. First, PS/RtI serves as a 
decision-making framework for determining what services should be provided to 
students. Learning problems can be systematically identified early in the problem cycle, 
analyzed, and addressed to improve student outcomes at the group and individual levels. 
Second, PS/RtI functions as an indicator of the frequency and intensity of services needed 
for all students to be successful. By evaluating student RtI at three tiers of intervention, 
educators are able to more efficiently use their limited resources and improve student 
performance in the general education environment. In other words, a tiered system of 
intervention allows educators to solve less severe problems in the general education 
environment and invest additional resources in those students who require more intensive 
intervention to achieve educational benchmarks, thereby meeting the mandates of NCLB 
(2002) and IDEIA (2004). Finally, the PS/RtI model is used to determine eligibility for 
special education by identifying what students require services beyond the capacity of 
general education.  
Outcomes in the Traditional Model Versus the PS/RtI Model 
To date, research on implementation of the PS/RtI model has demonstrated 
improved student and systemic outcomes when compared to the traditional model. As 
was previously mentioned, significant proportions of students, particularly students from 
traditionally disadvantaged backgrounds (e.g., racial/ethnic minorities, low-SES students, 
ELLs), continue to demonstrate academic and behavioral difficulties (Hoagwood & 
Johnson, 2003; National Center for Education Statistics, 2005) in the traditional system. 
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Compounding the problem of significant proportions of struggling students is the fact that 
relying on special education as the primary mechanism for providing services to 
underachieving students has demonstrated little efficacy. Evidence suggests that special 
education has done little to improve the academic or professional outcomes (e.g., 
proportion of students who remained employed following graduation) of students found 
eligible for services (Forness, 2001; Kavale & Forness, 1999; PCESE, 2002). In addition, 
increases in the number of students referred and placed in special education programs 
(PCESE, 2002; Vaughn & Fuchs, 2003) and overrepresentation of students from 
racially/ethnically diverse backgrounds, males, students from low-SES backgrounds, and 
ELLs (Heller, Holoma, & Messick, 1982; Donovan & Cross, 2002) are systemic 
problems associated with the traditional model that predominantly relies on special 
educators to provide additional services. Together, these data suggest that the traditional 
model does not result in improved performance for all students nor equitable outcomes 
for disaggregated subgroups (requirements for schools in the accountability context set 
forth by NCLB [2002] and IDEIA [2004]). 
Conversely, evaluations of implementation of the PS/RtI model at the building, 
district, intermediate unit, and state levels suggest that the model leads to improved 
student and systemic outcomes. Findings regarding student outcomes include 
improvements in reading and math performance (Burns, Appleton, & Stehouwer, 2005; 
Callender, 2006; Knoff & Batsche, 1995; Marston, Muyskes, Lau, & Canter, 2003; 
McGlinchey, Schallmo, & Goodman, 2006; O’Conner, 2000; Stollar & Graden, 2006; 
Tilly, 2003; Torgesen, 2005; VanDerHeyden & Burns, 2005; VanDerHeyden & 
Jimmerson, 2005). In terms of systemic outcomes, reductions in special education 
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referrals and placements, decreases in disproportional representation among traditionally 
disadvantaged groups, and decreases in office discipline referrals have been reported 
(Burns, Appleton, & Stehouwer, 2005; Knoff & Batsche, 1995; Marston, Muyskes, Lau, 
& Canter, 2003; Tilly, 2003; Torgesen, 2007; VanDerHeyden & Jimerson, 2005; 
VanDerHeyden, Witt, & Gilberston, 2007). Therefore, evaluations of the PS/RtI model 
suggest that the preventive approach to service delivery results in improved academic 
performance for students and equitable outcomes for disaggregated subgroups, outcomes 
that are consistent with the mandates of NLCB (2002) and IDEIA (2004).  
Although these data suggest that positive outcomes resulted from implementation 
of PS/RtI, the evaluations have occurred in a small number of sites that varied in terms of 
the unit of analysis (i.e., building, district, intermediate unit, or state level). Therefore, 
additional data are needed to help educators make decisions about the efficacy of the 
PS/RtI model for improving student outcomes. In addition, before widespread adoption 
and evaluation of the model can occur, a number of factors impacting implementation 
must be considered. Implementation of any new service delivery model in schools, 
including PS/RtI, is dependent on a number of factors including overcoming a history of 
educational reform failure.  
Implementation Challenges to Be Faced 
 
 For decades, educational reform movements have been commonplace in schools 
(Passow, 1990). Whether through legislation, administrative policy, or some other 
mechanism, schools have attempted a number of large-scale educational reforms with 
limited success (Sarason, 1990). According to Sarason (1990), meaningful educational 
reform has failed because legislators, policymakers, and administrators paid little 
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attention to schools in the context of their histories or larger social systems (e.g., 
communities, districts, states, mandates). In many instances, initiatives were launched 
without investing the time and resources needed to investigate the problem and redesign 
the system in a coordinated, systematic manner. The result has been a myriad of 
initiatives, often targeting the same problems, but requiring conflicting actions from 
educators. When one initiative did not demonstrate results, another was often attempted 
without examination of why the previous reform did not produce the desired results.  
Consequently, what has resulted is a culture in which educators expect that reform 
movements that are launched will be replaced by another, often conflicting, initiative. 
Sarason (1990) purports that the reason many initiatives fail is because schools are left 
unchecked to implement the initiatives. Sarason argues that when provided with multiple, 
often competing, initiatives and little or no support, schools will respond in ways that 
minimize the effort required to change, thereby limiting meaningful educational reform. 
In fact, Sarason (1982) has demonstrated that teachers typically do not implement new 
practices that require more than a few skills that are outside of their existing skill set.  
Given that implementation of the PS/RtI model requires a major conceptual and 
practical shift from the traditional model, Sarason’s (1982) findings are cause for 
concern. The PS/RtI model requires educators to administer assessments and link the data 
to evidence-based interventions implemented in the general education environment. In 
addition, educators must learn to make data-based decisions to determine the 
effectiveness of interventions implemented. Because of NCLB (2002), educators must 
shift more of their focus from what services are provided to how the services provided 
are improving student performance. The skills required to make decisions about the 
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effectiveness of services are often different from the requirements of the traditional 
model in which struggling students are referred for special education and uniform 
procedures are followed to determine eligibility. In other words, the shift from prescribed 
procedures to using data to develop, implement, and monitor interventions requires new 
skill sets that may be outside of the existing skill sets of most educators.   
Consistent with Sarason’s (1982) findings, research on intervention integrity has 
demonstrated that many intervention plans are not implemented by teachers with fidelity 
(Noell, et al., 2005). Given that intervention implementation is but one component of the 
PS/RtI model, concerns have been raised regarding the extent to which educators can 
implement PS/RtI as intended (Noell et al., 2005; VanDerHeyden, Witt, & Gilbertson, 
2007). Drift from 100% implementation integrity appears inevitable; however, questions 
remain about the degree to which the model can be implemented with fidelity and to what 
extent the level of fidelity impacts student outcomes (Burns, Appleton, & Stehouwer, 
2005). Although these questions remain unanswered, there is reason to believe that 
implementation integrity can be improved by following effective professional 
development practices while providing direct training in problem-solving procedures.  
According to Showers, Joyce & Bennett (1987) effective professional 
development practices contain four major stages; theory, demonstration, opportunities to 
practice, and immediate corrective feedback. First, the theoretical basis and rationale 
behind the skills being taught must be provided. The purpose of providing this 
information is for educators to obtain a knowledge base on which to draw when 
implementing the new practices and to achieve consensus that the new practices are 
important to implement. Next, individuals with experience implementing the new 
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practices model the required skills. Finally, educators learning the new skills are provided 
multiple opportunities to practice followed by immediate corrective feedback after each 
opportunity. Joyce and Showers (1996) purported that subsequent research on 
professional development models indicated that the inclusion of this final step did not 
appear to be necessary for new practices to be implemented. Regardless of whether 
corrective feedback is included in a professional development plan, the purpose of the 
latter stages is for educators to become proficient with the new skills through observation, 
repeated practice, and refinement of what is being practiced (potentially through the 
provision of corrective feedback). Showers, Joyce, and colleagues have demonstrated that 
professional development models that include these stages result in improved 
implementation of new practices. Importantly, researchers examining implementation of 
problem-solving procedures have demonstrated that using direct training methods and 
providing opportunities to practice results in increased use of problem-solving methods 
(Curtis & Metz, 1986; Zins & Ponti, 1996). 
Evaluating Implementation of the PS/RtI Model 
Given the questions regarding the feasibility of implementing the PS/RtI model 
with integrity and the degree to which implementation integrity impacts student outcomes 
(Noell et al., 2005; VanDerHeyden et al., 2007), professional development models that 
lead to high levels of fidelity are necessary. Therefore, it will be important for educators 
implementing PS/RtI to evaluate the impact of their training programs in terms of levels 
of consensus and the knowledge and skills acquired by participants. If educators are 
expected to implement the model with integrity, high levels of agreement with the core 
principles associated with PS/RtI as well as mastery of PS/RtI knowledge and skills will 
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be required. Previous evaluations of implementation of the PS/RtI have examined 
teacher, administrator, and parent satisfaction (Batsche, Elliott, Schrag, et al., 2005; 
Callender, 2006) and the perceived knowledge and skills of practitioners relative to the 
PS/RtI (Callender, 2006; Stollar & Graden, 2006). These evaluations have demonstrated 
high levels of satisfaction, but mixed results in terms of the perceived knowledge and 
skills required to fully implement the model. None of these evaluations, however, 
examined other variables likely to impact the degree to which educators successfully 
implement PS/RtI practices nor their impact on student outcomes. Variables such as core 
beliefs that educators hold about educating students and what skills they demonstrate 
mastery of may explain some variation in the implementation of the model and ultimately 
the outcomes of students.  
Given that drift in implementation of the PS/RtI model is likely to occur, the 
degree to which the knowledge and skills acquired by participants are implemented with 
integrity in schools should be examined. Previous evaluations of the PS/RtI model have 
included analyses examining implementation integrity as part of the evaluation model 
(Callender, 2006; Stollar & Graden, 2006; VanDerHeyden, Witt, & Gilbertson, 2007). In 
an example of a district level evaluation, VanDerHeyden, Witt, & Gilbertson (2007) 
reported that educators were able to implement a version of the PS/RtI model with high 
levels of fidelity. Conversely, Callender (2006) and Stollar and Graden (2006) reported 
that evaluations at the state level showed inconsistent implementation of the components 
of the PS/RtI model. Importantly, no previous evaluations were found that examined 
implementation integrity in terms of its impact on student outcomes. However, research 
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on the impact of implementation integrity on student outcomes will be important to 
determine what levels of fidelity predict improvements in academics and behavior.  
The emphasis placed on improving student performance in NCLB (2002) and 
IDEIA (2004) necessitates that any model implemented in schools demonstrates 
improvements in measurable student outcomes. Therefore, data that assess academic and 
behavioral performance of students in schools implementing the PS/RtI model will need 
to be a part of any evaluation model. Data that examine student growth in reading and 
math skills that are tied to mandated goals from NCLB will be particularly important to 
collect. Data examining the impact of the model on system outcomes related to academic 
performance such as office discipline referrals, special education referrals and 
placements, and disproportional representation also will need to be collected. As was 
previously mentioned, evaluations conducted at the building, district, intermediate unit, 
and state levels have examined these outcome variables and found improvements as a 
result of implementation of the PS/RtI model (Burns, Appleton, & Stehouwer, 2005; 
Calender, 2006; Knoff & Batsche, 1995; Marston, Muyskes, Lau, & Canter, 2003; 
McGlinchey, Schallmo, & Goodman, 2006; O’Conner, 2000; Stollar & Graden, 2006; 
Tilly, 2003; VanDerHeyden & Burns, 2005; VanDerHeyden & Jimmerson, 2005; 
VanDerHeyden, Witt, & Gilberston, 2007). However, given that these studies were 
conducted at a limited number of sites, additional data collection and analyses are needed 
to determine whether the positive impact of implementing the PS/RtI model can be 
generalized to other sites as well as what conditions facilitate improved student and 
systemic outcomes.  
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Purpose 
  Schools, districts, and states are in the process of piloting and/or implementing 
the PS/RtI model (Batsche, Elliott, & Graden, et al., 2005). However, more systematic 
research and evaluation of the impact of implementing the PS/RtI model is needed. 
Because implementation of the model requires approximately 4-6 years (Batsche, Elliott, 
& Graden, et al., 2005), research on both the proximal and distal (i.e., short- and long-
term respectively) impact of the model on important implementation variables (e.g., 
training impact, implementation integrity, beliefs) and student outcomes should be 
conducted. The purpose of the study discussed below was to examine the proximal 
relationship between PS/RtI training and technical assistance and a number of variables 
associated with implementation.  
Schools participating in the first year of a state initiative to implement PS/RtI 
practices were used to evaluate the relationship between the training and technical 
assistance provided and educator and implementation outcomes. First, the study 
evaluated the relationship between a multi-layered professional development model and 
the beliefs and perceived skills of educators relative to the PS/RtI model. Second, the 
study examined the extent to which educators who received targeted professional 
development demonstrated the knowledge and skills necessary for PS/RtI 
implementation. Finally, the study investigated the extent to which professional 
development activities were associated with educators implementing the PS/RtI model 
with integrity. Given the 4-6 year estimate for full implementation provided by Batsche, 
Elliott, and Graden, et al. (2005), student outcomes were not examined in this study. 
Thus, the research questions addressed were: 
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1) What is the relationship between initial and repeated PS/RtI training and technical 
assistance and the beliefs and perceived skills of educators? 
2) What is the relationship between targeted professional development and the 
demonstrated PS/RtI knowledge and skills of educators?  
3) What is the relationship between PS/RtI training and technical assistance and 
implementation integrity? 
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Chapter II 
 
Literature Review 
 
NCLB (2002) and IDEIA (2004) are shifting the focus of service delivery in 
schools from process accountability to outcome accountability. Both laws mandate that 
schools use evidence-based practices to improve student outcomes. Mandates and 
funding are provided to schools in an effort to improve the quantity and quality of 
assessment and instructional options in general education with the goal of improving the 
performance of all students, including those identified with disabilities. The question of 
how educators are expected to meet the requirement of improving the performance of all 
students, however, remains unclear. Despite uncertainty regarding how to meet these 
expectations, proposals for how to organize service delivery to maximize student 
performance exist in the literature. One potential mechanism for meeting the expectations 
of NCLB and IDEIA that has received attention in the literature is the PS/RtI model. 
The PS/RtI model advocates purport that implementing the model results in 
improved student and systemic outcomes. However, before educators begin full-scale 
adoption of PS/RtI in schools, the model should be examined systematically and the 
information obtained disseminated to key stakeholders. Information on the components 
of the PS/RtI model, studies evaluating the impact of the model on important educational 
outcomes, and the aspects of the model that need further evaluating are necessary before 
decisions can be made regarding implementation. Therefore, the following literature 
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review provides information on (1) the PS/RtI model, (2) student and systemic outcomes 
reported in studies of the traditional model and the PS/RtI model, (3) other outcomes 
studied by researchers evaluating the impact of PS/RtI, (4) aspects of PS/RtI that require 
additional research, and (5) potential uses of program evaluation techniques to conduct a 
comprehensive evaluation of PS/RtI implementation. 
Overview of the PS/RtI Model 
 According to Batsche, Elliott, Graden, et al. (2005), the PS/RtI model uses 
assessment to facilitate the development and implementation of evidence-based 
interventions in the general education environment and to determine the extent to which 
students respond to the interventions through continuous progress monitoring. In this 
model, the problem-solving process guides decisions about what skills to target and how 
to intervene while student response to intervention is used to determine the effectiveness 
of interventions. Although a number of examples of the PS/RtI model exist in the 
literature, the process typically involves progressing through four major stages referred to 
as the problem-solving process; problem identification, problem analysis, plan 
development and implementation, and program evaluation/response to intervention 
(Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990). The description of the PS/RtI model below is based on 
Batsche, Elliott, Graden, et al.’s conceptualization. 
 The problem-solving process is initiated when a student or group of students 
is/are identified for not meeting academic and/or behavioral expectations. During 
problem identification, the replacement behavior(s) (i.e., the skill(s) students are expected 
to perform) is identified and defined in concrete, measurable terms. Next, educators use 
assessments to determine the (1) current level of student performance, (2) current level of 
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peer performance, (3) and expected level of performance (i.e., the benchmark) for the 
target skill. Once the data are collected and organized, educators conduct a gap analysis 
to determine how far (1) the student(s) is/are from the benchmark, (2) the peers are from 
the benchmark, and (3) the student(s) is/are from the peers. The results of the gap 
analysis are used to determine the appropriate unit of analysis for intervention (described 
below).  
Regardless of what unit of analysis is chosen, a systematic assessment of student 
strengths and weaknesses follows. The purpose of problem analysis is to determine what 
factors may be contributing to the student(s) not achieving the benchmark for the target 
skill. Educators develop and examine hypotheses across instructional, curricular, 
environmental, and learner domains to determine the extent to which environmental and 
student variables may be contributing to the problem. For each hypothesis developed, 
personnel collect data to confirm or reject its validity. Only hypotheses for which 
evidence suggests that the variable is a barrier to student performance of the replacement 
behavior(s) are considered for intervention. 
Intervention plans are developed and implemented to reduce or remove barriers to 
performing the replacement behavior(s). Intervention plans must be scientifically-based 
and link directly to the cause of the problem. Interventions can be implemented for 
individual students or groups of students depending on how many students are not 
performing the desired replacement behavior (described below). Regardless of how many 
students receive interventions, the impact of the plan is examined during the program 
evaluation/response to intervention stage. During this stage, educators monitor the 
progress of students receiving intervention using assessments that can be frequently 
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administered and are sensitive to small changes in the replacement behavior. 
Administering assessments that meet these criteria allow educators to formatively 
calculate student performance in terms of the gap between the identified student(s), the 
peers, and the benchmark (i.e., level) and rate of growth.  
Determining (1) the gap between identified students, their peers, and the 
benchmark and (2) the rate of growth for identified students and their peers compared to 
changing benchmarks is important for two reasons. First, educators can make decisions 
about how far the student(s) currently is/are from peers and the benchmark as well as the 
distance between the peers and the benchmark. Second, rate of growth for identified 
students and their peers compared to changes in the benchmark provides information on 
if/when the students will catch up with the benchmarks for the replacement behavior. 
Both pieces of data provide educators with the information necessary to make decisions 
about whether the current intervention plan will improve student performance within a 
time frame that will allow them to ultimately be successful. Intervention plans that 
predict that students will reengage benchmarks are typically continued, while 
intervention plans that do not sufficiently improve growth rates are typically modified. 
Thus, student RtI guides decisions regarding the extent to which the current intervention 
plan is effective for improving performance of the replacement behavior.  
 In addition to providing a framework for making decisions about student 
performance, the PS/RtI model contains mechanisms for helping schools to more 
efficiently use their limited resources. To increase the efficiency with which schools 
provide services, interventions are available for both individual and groups of students. 
Interventions available to students are typically categorized into three tiers. Although the 
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procedures vary somewhat for academics and behavior, the three-tier conceptual model is 
similar across both domains. A brief description of the three-tier model follows.  
Tier I instruction involves providing scientific, research-based instruction to all 
students (i.e., universal intervention). For academics, educators administer universal 
screening assessments 3-4 times per year to examine the overall impact of Tier I 
instruction and screen for individual students not responding to the curriculum. For 
behavior, office discipline referrals (ODRs) are often used as a mechanism for examining 
the impact of behavioral instruction and to screen for students exhibiting significant 
behavior problems. Regardless of the instructional domain, when at-risk students are 
identified through schoolwide data or referred for problem-solving, determinations must 
be made regarding whether (1) the classroom environment is effective and (2) the student 
had sufficient access to instruction. If either the classroom environment is ineffective 
(i.e., approximately 20% or more of students did not attain benchmark) or the student(s) 
did not have sufficient access to the curriculum (e.g., a significant number of absences), 
then Tier I interventions are attempted. Tier I interventions often include modifications to 
the core curriculum and working with parents to increase student attendance. If the 
classroom environment is effective and the student(s) had access to the curriculum, then 
the student(s) receives Tier II intervention.  
 Tier II intervention (i.e., supplemental intervention) involves additional time 
and/or focus in the curriculum targeting the content area of concern (e.g., reading). 
Additional time in the curriculum includes strategies such as requiring students to 
participate in instruction across multiple classrooms and providing small group 
instruction. Typically, the additional exposure to target content area instruction occurs for 
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30-60 minutes. Additional focus in the curriculum often involves limiting the additional 
instruction to one or two skills within the content area identified as specific concerns. 
Students receiving Tier II interventions are monitored more frequently (e.g., monthly) to 
facilitate decision-making regarding the effectiveness of the intervention plan. For those 
students who respond to Tier II interventions (i.e., the student’s RtI has eliminated the 
gap between the student’s performance and the benchmark or will eliminate it within an 
accepted time frame), educators make decisions regarding whether to continue the 
interventions or provide Tier I instruction only. For those students who do not respond to 
Tier II interventions (i.e., the student’s RtI has not reduced the gap between the student’s 
performance and the benchmark or will not eliminate the gap within an acceptable time 
frame), Tier III interventions are typically initiated. Although the majority of students 
will respond to Tier I and II instruction, approximately 5% will require more intense, 
targeted interventions available through Tier III.  
 Tier III intervention is often where the problem-solving process is initiated at the 
individual student level. Tier III interventions typically involve highly idiosyncratic, 
intensive services that require the expertise of a diverse team of trained individuals. Sixty 
minutes plus of additional instruction in one or two target skills identified through the 
problem-solving process is often provided. Interventions developed for students receiving 
Tier III services may or may not involve resources outside of what can be realistically 
expected in the general education setting. When the resources (e.g., time, materials, 
personnel) required exceed what is available through general education, then the student 
is considered for special education eligibility. Thus, in the PS/RtI model, special 
education becomes a mechanism for providing additional services to students, not a 
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location where students diagnosed with disabilities go to receive instruction. In addition, 
the PS/RtI model moves the requirements for special education eligibility away from 
traditional norm-referenced assessments and towards the level of resources needed to 
improve the student’s RtI.  
Whether students are receiving Tier III interventions that require general or 
special education resources, educators monitor progress frequently (e.g., weekly) to make 
decisions regarding student RtI. For those students who respond to Tier III services, 
educators make decisions regarding whether to continue the interventions or to reduce 
them to Tier II levels. For those students that repeatedly do not respond to Tier III 
interventions, educators and parents must make decisions regarding whether to continue 
highly intensive services targeting the replacement behavior or to invest the resources on 
other important skills that the student may need to acquire.  
 Thus, the PS/RtI model serves several functions. First, the PS/RtI model serves as 
a decision-making framework for determining what services should be provided to 
students. Learning problems can be systematically identified, analyzed, and addressed to 
improve student outcomes at the group and individual levels. Second, the PS/RtI model 
functions as an indicator of the frequency and intensity of services needed for all students 
to be successful. By evaluating student RtI at three tiers of intervention, educators are 
able to more efficiently use their limited resources. In other words, a tiered system of 
intervention allows educators to solve less severe problems in the general education 
environment and invest additional resources in those students who require more intensive 
intervention. Finally, the PS/RtI model is used to determine eligibility for special 
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education by identifying what students require services beyond the capacity of general 
education.  
 Batsche, Elliott, Graden, et al.’s (2005) description of the PS/RtI model is 
intuitively appealing. A data-based decision-making mechanism based on the scientific 
method that allows educators to more efficiently use their resources should improve 
student and systemic outcomes. However, it is the job of researchers to ensure that such 
claims possess validity. In fact, a growing body of literature exists examining student and 
systemic outcomes in the traditional and PS/RtI models. Data on the effectiveness of the 
traditional model is presented below followed by data from studies examining PS/RtI. 
Student and Systemic Outcomes in the Traditional Model Versus the PS/RtI Model 
 
  The Traditional Model. Researchers examining the effectiveness of the traditional 
model have investigated a variety of student and systemic outcomes. Studies on student 
reading and math achievement, behavioral and socio-emotional outcomes of students, 
special education referral and placement rates, and disproportionality have been 
conducted. These studies focus on the quality of both general and special education and 
employ varying methodologies to address the effectiveness of the traditional service 
delivery model. The following studies provided student and/or systemic data on the 
traditional model.  
In an examination of the overall effectiveness of education, The National Center 
for Education Statistics administered the National Assessment of Educational Progress 
(NAEP) in reading and math to a nationally representative sample of 4th and 8th grade 
students (Grigg et al., 2007). For reading, the NAEP was administered to approximately 
165,700 4th graders and 159,400 8th graders across the country. The reading section 
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measured various contexts (i.e., reading for literary experience, reading for information, 
and reading to perform a task) and aspects (i.e., forming a general understanding, 
developing interpretation, making reader/text connections, and examining content and 
structure) of reading. Scores ranged from 0-500 and were used to determine the 
achievement level of a student. The four possible achievement levels were below basic, 
basic, proficient, and advanced.  
Results from the NAEP reading section indicated that approximately 36% of 4th 
graders and 27% of 8th graders performed below basic in terms of reading skills (Grigg et 
al., 2007). The results also demonstrated disproportionate representation among students 
who performed below basic. Disproportional representation was evident for gender (i.e., 
41% of males and 34% of females performed below basic), race/ethnicity (i.e., 25% of 
Caucasians, 59% of Blacks, and 58% of Hispanics performed below basic), SES (i.e., 
54% of students eligible for free-reduced lunch and 23% of students not eligible for free-
reduced lunch performed below basic), students with disabilities (i.e., 66% of students 
with disabilities and 33% of students without disabilities performed below basic), and 
ELLs (i.e., 73% of ELLs and 33% of non-ELLs performed below basic) among 4th grade 
students. For 8th grade students, disproportional representation among students who 
performed below basic was evident for race/ethnicity (i.e., 19% of Caucasians, 49% of 
Blacks, and 45% of Hispanics performed below basic), SES (i.e., 43% of students eligible 
for free-reduced lunch and 19% of students not eligible for free-reduced lunch performed 
below basic), students with disabilities (i.e., 66% of students with disabilities and 24% of 
students without disabilities performed below basic), and ELLs (i.e., 71% of ELLs and 
25% of non-ELLs performed below basic).  
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Importantly, comparisons between previous administrations of the NAEP and the 
current version demonstrated limited change over time in the aggregated or disaggregated 
performance of students (Grigg et al., 2007). From 1992 to 2005, the average scale score 
of students increased from 217 to 219 and from 260 to 262 for 4th and 8th graders 
respectively. Small improvements in the proportion of students performing below basic 
was evident as well. In 1992, 38% and 31% of students taking the test performed below 
basic in 4th and 8th grades respectively. In 2005, 36% and 27% of 4th and 8th grade 
students respectively performed below basic. In addition, small improvements were 
evident in the performance of the aforementioned disaggregated subgroups; however, 
substantial achievement gaps among racial/ethnic minorities, males, students eligible for 
free-reduced lunch, students with disabilities, and ELLs remained (i.e., the average scale 
score was consistently lower and the proportion of students performing below basic was 
consistently higher for the traditionally disadvantaged subgroups).   
 For mathematics, the NAEP was administered to approximately 172,000 4th 
graders and 161,600 8th graders (Grigg et al., 2007). The test measured the mathematics 
performance of students across two dimensions, content and complexity. The content 
areas examined were number properties and operations, measurement, geometry, data 
analysis and probability, and algebra. The complexity of the problems in each of these 
content areas varied from low to high. The scale ranged from 0-500 and resulted in four 
possible achievement levels; below basic, basic, proficient, and advanced.  
Results of the math section of the NAEP indicated that approximately 20% of 4th 
graders and 31% of 8th graders performed below basic (Grigg et al., 2007). 
Disproportional representation among low achieving students was evident for several 
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disaggregated subgroups as well. For 4th grade students, disproportional representation of 
students who performed below basic was evident for race/ethnicity (i.e., 11% of 
Caucasians, 40% of Blacks, and 33% of Hispanics performed below basic), SES (i.e., 
33% of students eligible for free-reduced lunch and 10% of students not eligible for free-
reduced lunch performed below basic), students with disabilities (i.e., 43% of students 
with disabilities and 17% of students without disabilities performed below basic), and 
ELLs (i.e., 46% of ELLs and 17% of non-ELLs performed below basic). Higher rates of 
students performed below basic for each subgroup among 8th graders; however, 
disproportional representation continued to be evident for race/ethnicity (i.e., 21% of 
Caucasians, 59% of Blacks, and 50% of Hispanics performed below basic), SES (i.e., 
49% of students eligible for free-reduced lunch and 21% of students not eligible for free-
reduced lunch performed below basic), students with disabilities (i.e., 68% of students 
with disabilities and 27% of students without disabilities performed below basic), and 
ELLs (i.e., 71% of ELLs and 29% of non-ELLs performed below basic).  
Comparisons between previous administrations of the NAEP and the current 
iteration demonstrated some improvement in the overall math achievement of students 
over time. The average scale score from 1990 to 2005 increased from 213 to 238 for 4th 
graders and from 263 to 279 for 8th graders. Decreases in the proportion of students 
performing below basic occurred as well. From 1990-2005, the proportion of students 
performing below basic decreased from 50% to 20% in 4th grade and 48% to 31% in 8th 
grade. Although improvements were evident for all disaggregated subgroups, 
racial/ethnic minorities, students eligible for free-reduced lunch, students with 
disabilities, and ELLs continued to lag behind their same grade peers in mathematics 
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achievement (i.e., the average scale score was consistently lower and the proportion of 
students performing below basic was consistently higher for the aforementioned 
traditionally disadvantaged subgroups).  
Overall, the data from the NAEP suggest that a significant proportion of students 
are not attaining basic reading and math skills, although the performance of students is 
higher for math than reading. In addition, disproportional numbers of those students not 
attaining basic skills are from traditionally disadvantaged subgroups. Racial/ethnic 
minorities, low-SES students (i.e., students eligible for free-reduced lunch), students with 
disabilities, and ELLs are more likely to perform below basic than their same-grade 
peers. Fourth grade males also are more likely to perform below basic in reading than 
same-grade females. Finally, despite small improvements, a longitudinal analysis of the 
performance of aggregated and disaggregated groups revealed that the 2005 findings for 
reading are largely consistent with previous administrations. Although some 
improvement over time in the math achievement of aggregated and disaggregated 
students was evident, significant achievement gaps remain among the aforementioned 
disaggregated subgroups.   
One limitation to the NAEP that warrants consideration when interpreting the 
findings is that the assessment is not directly linked to state standards. NCLB (2002) 
requires that states monitor their progress toward all students demonstrating proficient 
performance on state-approved grade-level standards by 2013-14. State-approved grade-
level standards, however, vary from state to state. The variation in these standards has 
resulted in statewide assessments that vary in a number of characteristics including what 
is assessed and the difficulty of the items. Examination of how students are performing 
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on statewide assessments that link more directly to each state’s standards may provide 
different trends of student performance than examining one national assessment that does 
not take differences in expectations into account. 
One study that accounted for performance on statewide assessments was 
conducted by the Center on Education Policy (CEP, 2008). The CEP studied trends in 
statewide assessment data across the country in reading and math from 2002 through 
2007. The center gathered results of the statewide assessments from all states and 
included those states for which comparable data were available for multiple years (i.e., 
results were available utilizing the same assessments across multiple years) in the 
analyses conducted. Two indicators of performance were used in the analyses, the 
percentage of students who scored proficient on a state’s outcome assessment and effect 
sizes. The CEP used these indicators to examine progress toward increasing the overall 
proficiency of students as well as determining the extent to which the achievement gap 
among demographic subgroups has closed.  
Results of the review of statewide assessment data suggest that increasing 
numbers of students are scoring at the proficient level in most states. The CEP (2008) 
reported moderate to large gains at the elementary and middle school levels with smaller 
gains observed at the high school level. Specifically, 133 and 121 instances (an instance 
was defined as one specific content area and grade level for which scores were available) 
of increases in the percent of students performing proficiently and effect sizes 
respectively were observed. Conversely, only nine and 11 instances of decreases in the 
percent of students performing proficiently and effect sizes were observed respectively. 
The CEPs examination of the achievement gap demonstrated that the gap between some 
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demographic subgroups narrowed. Gaps in the percentage of students performing 
proficiently narrowed in 327 instances, widened in 76 instances, and did not show a net 
change in 20 instances. Gaps in effect sizes narrowed in 184 instances, widened in 76 
instances, and showed no net changes in 30 instances. The authors noted that narrowing 
of the achievement gap was particularly evident for African American students and 
somewhat evident for Latino students (although changes in the percentages of students 
who comprised this subgroup in many states made the results difficult to interpret). 
The CEP (2008) also compared trend data from statewide assessments across the 
country to trend data from the NAEP. One comparison involved whether increasing 
trends on both indicators (i.e., percent proficient and effect sizes) were evident on 
statewide assessments and the NAEP. Results indicated that increases on both indicators 
occurred for both types of assessment more often than not. Increases on both indicators 
for statewide assessments and the NAEP were observed in 17 of the 28 states and 21 out 
of 27 states for which data were available for reading and math respectively. When 
comparisons between the two assessment types were conducted by content area and grade 
level, similar results emerged. Comparisons between the statewide assessment and NAEP 
trends revealed 108 instances of increases on both sources, two instances of decreases on 
both sources, and 24 instances where the trends diverged (i.e., one source showed 
increases and the other source showed decreases). The CEP (2008) concluded that the 
results of the statewide assessments were mostly consistent with NAEP results from 2002 
to 2007. Exceptions cited included smaller observed gains on the NAEP and that some 
states did not show any growth on the NAEP for 8th grade reading.  
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 Assessment of the academic achievement of students has been complemented by 
researchers examining the behavioral and socio-emotional outcomes of children across 
the country. Hoagwood and Johnson (2003) reviewed several population-based 
epidemiological studies that examined the prevalence of mental health problems. Across 
the reviewed studies, approximately 16-22% of children and adolescents up to the age of 
18 had a diagnosable psychological disorder. Approximately 5-9% could be classified as 
seriously emotionally disturbed. Additionally, 4-8% of children and adolescents ages 9-
17 had severe psychiatric disorders. Unfortunately, only approximately 20% of children 
with serious mental health problems obtained mental health services. Although these 
epidemiological data may not be directly linked to instruction occurring in schools, 
Adelman, Taylor, and colleagues (Adelman & Taylor, 2000) have suggested that schools 
play a central role in the behavioral and socio-emotional outcomes of students because 
much social and emotional learning occurs during school hours.   
 Research on the academic and mental health outcomes of all school-age children 
has been complimented by investigations of the traditional service-delivery model, 
including the provision of special education services. In first national investigation of 
special education services, Heller et al. (1982) reported findings from a panel’s 
investigation of disproportionate representation of minority students in special education. 
The panel was comprised of members with expertise in disproportionality, special 
education, assessment, and school administration as well as unrelated fields such as law, 
statistics, and psychology. The panel’s task was to determine the extent to which 
disproportionate representation existed among students identified as educably mentally 
retarded (EMR) and then review the literature to determine possible causes. Panel 
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members then made recommendations for improving the equity and effectiveness of 
special education services for these students. Following their analyses of Office of Civil 
Rights’ data derived from a survey of elementary and secondary schools, Heller et al. 
concluded that disproportionate representation of minority students in the EMR category 
occurred across the country. From the literature review that followed, Heller et al. 
reported that two likely reasons for these findings were the use of invalid assessment 
procedures and inadequate instruction in the general education environment. Panel 
recommendations derived from these findings included rethinking and restructuring 
assessment and instructional procedures in schools. Thus, Heller et al.’s 
recommendations focused on improving the quality and efficacy of practices in the 
general education environment rather than solely focusing on special education services.  
 In a more recent investigation of the provision of special education services, the 
PCESE (2002) provided recommendations for improving the educational performance of 
children and adolescents diagnosed with disabilities. The report compiled by the panel of 
researchers and educators represented the thoughts and suggestions of more than 100 
special education and educational finance experts, educational and medical researchers, 
and key stakeholders (e.g., teachers, parents) of education. The PCESE derived the 
following findings from their investigation: 
1) The traditional model places compliance with procedures over student and 
systemic outcomes 
2) The traditional model places too little emphasis on prevention and early 
intervening services resulting in a wait-to-fail model in which important 
educational services are often delayed 
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3) Educators in the traditional model treat students in special education as separate in 
terms of funding sources prohibiting the pooling of all available resources to 
improve outcomes, and creating incentives for misidentification and isolation 
from general education 
4) Parents do not have sufficient options and recourses when a student does not 
make progress in special education 
5) The threat of litigation has resulted in a culture of compliance which diverts 
schools from their primary mission of educating every child 
6) The current procedures for placing students in special education are invalid which 
results in the misidentification of thousands of students 
7) Children with disabilities require more highly qualified teachers 
8) More rigorous and systematic research on special education practices is needed 
and educators under the traditional model do not always implement practices that 
have been shown to be effective and 
9) The traditional model fails too many students identified with disabilities resulting 
in too few students graduating from high school and transitioning to post-
secondary opportunities or full-time employment. 
Based on the nine findings from their investigation of the traditional model, the PCESE 
include three major recommendations for how to improve the outcomes of students 
identified with a disability. The panel recommended that educators: 
1) Make decisions on the efficacy of special education by the opportunities provided 
to each student and the resulting outcomes, not compliance with procedures 
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2) Implement a model of service delivery based on prevention and intervention that 
employs evidence-based practices and 
3) Create a seamless funding system that bases evaluations of educational spending 
on all the expenditures for the student including general education. 
Recommendations from Heller et al. (1982) and the PCESE (2002) focused on 
improving the quantity and quality of assessment and instructional practices in general 
and special education as well as increasing accountability for the outcomes of students 
with disabilities. Data reported by Forness (2001) provides an indication of the outcomes 
of students with disabilities in the traditional model. Forness reviewed 24 metaanalyses 
on the effectiveness of special education. The metaanalyses covered 20 intervention 
topics delivered through special education programming. One topic examined through 
metaanalysis was the impact of being placed in a special education classroom on student 
outcomes. Across 50 articles comparing outcomes of students receiving special education 
services and their general education peers, Forness reported an overall average effect size 
of -.12 for special class placements. These data reported suggest that placement in a 
special education classroom was associated with students acquiring skills at slower rates 
than their same-age peers. When only considering high-incidence disabilities (i.e., 
learning disabilities and behavioral disorders), however, the average effect size was .29 
suggesting that special education placement resulted in small improvements in student 
performance. Forness concluded that his review of metanalyses suggests that placement 
in special education may be harmful to student outcomes, but that caution must be 
exercised when interpreting the results because many of the studies included students 
who received services for mental retardation. Forness stated that because of the nature of 
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mental retardation, intervention studies involving these students may have demonstrated 
smaller effects than those studies only targeting high-incidence disabilities. 
Data on disproportional representation among students receiving special 
education services reported by Donovan and Cross (2002) provides further evidence 
regarding negative student outcomes associated with relying on special education as the 
primary source of additional services for struggling students. Using data provided to the 
Office of Civil Rights by state departments of education, the authors calculated odds 
ratios (ORs), risk indices (RIs), and composition indices (CIs) for race/ethnicity and 
gender by subgroup. Across the Mentally Retarded (MR), Learning Disabled (LD), and 
Emotionally Disturbed (ED) categories, black students were typically at more risk for 
being placed (RIs = 2.64, 6.49, and 1.45 respectively). In addition, when compared to 
Caucasian students, black students were more likely to be placed in the MR (OR = 2.24), 
LD (OR = 1.08), and ED (OR = 1.59) categories. When examining risk longitudinally, 
the authors noted that the risk for being labeled MR, LD, and ED increased across years 
for multiple groups of students. Specifically, RIs increased for black students for the MR 
category, for all groups except Asians for the LD category, and for all students, 
particularly blacks, when examining EDs. Disproportionality also was reported for 
gender with males comprising approximately 58.31%, 67.83%, and 77.73% of students 
labeled MR, LD, and ED respectively. However, the authors cautioned that the data 
should interpreted cautiously because of issues such as questions about the accuracy of 
state databases and the variability in special education eligibility criteria across states. 
Despite the problems with the dataset, the authors stated that the observed differences in 
representation of minority groups and males/females may be related to the achievement 
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gap among these groups.  Consistent with the findings of Heller et al. (1982) and the 
PCESE (2002), Donovan and Cross discussed the issues related to general education 
service delivery when explaining potential reasons for the disproportionate representation 
of minority students in special education. 
 In sum, the existing data on student outcomes suggests that the traditional model 
of service delivery is not meeting the needs of a significant proportion of students. 
Although national studies examining student performance have demonstrated some 
increases in the percentage of students performing proficiently in reading and math, 
results from statewide assessments and the NAEP differed on the extent to which 
increases have occurred. In addition, both assessment sources, as well as a meta-analysis 
examining the efficacy of special education services, suggest that many students continue 
to have difficulty acquiring basic academic and behavioral skills. Furthermore, the risk of 
not acquiring the necessary academic and behavioral skills is higher for racial/ethnic 
minorities, males, low-SES students, ELLs, and students with disabilities. Importantly, 
potential explanations and recommendations of many researchers who have studied the 
outcomes of struggling students suggest that school reform efforts must focus on how 
services are delivered within and across general and special education. 
 The PS/RtI Model. Studies of the efficacy of the traditional model for serving 
students have been complemented by recent research examining the PS/RtI model. A 
review of the literature revealed a number of studies investigating the impact of 
implementing the PS/RtI model on student and systemic outcomes. Researchers have 
examined implementation of the model at a variety of units of analysis, ranging from 
grade levels within a building to state-level initiatives. Although the models examined 
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contained some variability in terms of how the PS/RtI model was operationalized and 
implemented, all the models examined contained the key elements outlined by Batsche, 
Elliott, Graden, et al. (2005). In other words, all the models used assessment to facilitate 
the identification of at-risk students, implemented increasingly intense interventions 
based on student needs, and progress monitored the response of students to the 
interventions in a formative manner. Consistent with the review of studies examining the 
traditional model, the following studies evaluated the impact of implementing the PS/RtI 
model on student and/or systemic outcomes. 
O’Conner (2000) implemented four tiers of reading intervention in three buildings 
in an urban area. O’Conner’s version of PS/RtI targeted kindergarten students (n = 146) 
through their first grade year. Seventy percent of the students were eligible for free-
reduced lunch. In terms of race/ethnicity, 44-73% were African American across the 
three schools while the majority of the remaining students were Caucasian. Tier I of the 
model involved whole-class instruction using evidence-based reading strategies. Tier II 
included additional one-to-one instruction using tasks that paralleled those from whole-
class instruction. Students receiving Tier III interventions were provided instruction for 
an additional 30 minutes four times per week. Finally, Tier IV interventions consisted of 
15 minute sessions of one-to-one instruction, four times per week.  
O’Conner (2000) reported the effects of implementation of the model by tier. The 
results indicated that the majority of students responded to Tier I instruction. Of the 
students who did not respond, 25 returned permission to participate in the additional tiers. 
The remaining students comprised the comparison group used in the study. When 
students who received both Tier I and II services were compared to the comparison 
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students who only received Tier I instruction, a MANOVA indicated that the intervention 
group significantly outperformed the comparison group (Wilk’s Λ = .604, p < .05). 
Despite significantly higher levels of performance, some students who received Tier II 
services did not improve and began receiving Tier III intervention. A MANOVA 
comparing those students who participated in Tier III intervention to the comparison 
students revealed that the Tier III intervention group significantly outperformed the 
comparison group (Wilk’s Λ = .390, p < .01). Once again, a few students from the Tier III 
intervention group required Tier IV services due to lack of response. Consistent with the 
previous analyses, a MANOVA revealed that the students who received Tier IV services 
significantly outperformed the comparison students (Wilk’s Λ = .417, p < .05). O’Conner 
concluded that tiered interventions improved student reading outcomes. Interestingly, 
O’Conner noted that no reduction in special education placements was found at the 
participating schools suggesting that other variables besides reading achievement may 
play a role in special education placement rates. 
Dickson and Bursuck (1999), in another investigation of implementing tiered 
reading intervention, reported data on the reading outcomes of 72 students (69 of the 
students were Caucasian) following the first year of implementation in two rural 
elementary schools. Although the authors presented a five tier model for preventing 
reading difficulties in kindergarten and first grade, only the first two tiers were 
implemented in first grade during the first year. The two tiers consisted of general 
education instruction and small group, intensive instruction for students who did not 
respond to general education instruction. First, general education instruction was 
enhanced and the progress of the 72 students monitored. Next, 20 students identified as 
42 
42 
at-risk by screening assessments received additional intervention. Finally, the researchers 
compared the performance of the two groups of students on a number of reading skills.  
In an initial screening of the 72 participants, 30 students were identified as at-risk 
based on the screening criteria employed by Disckson and Bursuck (1999). Following 
changes to the core curriculum implemented by teachers, 11 of the 30 students responded 
and were no longer considered at-risk. One student not initially identified by the first 
assessment was considered at-risk following the changes to the core curriculum. Thus, 
the instructional changes reduced the number of at-risk students from 30 to 20. Prior to 
implementation of the small group, intensive interventions, Dickson and Bursuck found 
significant differences between the students who responded to general education 
instruction (n = 52) and those students identified as requiring additional intervention (n = 
20) by screening assessments. Significant differences occurred on measures of 
phonological awareness (F = 26.98, p <.05), rapid letter naming (F = 42.84, p <.05), 
segmenting (F = 17.77, p < .05), letter-sound correspondence (F = 38.89, p < .05), 
invented spelling (F = 72.95, p < .05), and word attack (F = 20.91, p < .05). Following 
implementation of additional intervention, significant differences between the two groups 
no longer existed on measures of segmenting (F = 2.47, p > .05), letter-sound 
correspondence (F = .08, p > .05), and invented spelling (F = 1.86, p > .05).  
In addition to tests of significance, the authors examined the effect size for the 
additional intervention provided to at-risk students. Prior to implementation of the small 
group, intensive intervention, the effect sizes for the 20 at-risk students ranged from -1.0 
to .2 with only one positive effect size. Following implementation, the effect sizes for the 
20 students ranged from -.79 to 2.0 with five of the six effects positive. These results 
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indicated that students receiving more intensive intervention narrowed the gap between 
themselves and students only receiving general education instruction. Although 
significant differences persisted between the groups on some measures of reading 
achievement, the effect sizes following the implementation of additional intervention 
indicated that the at-risk students closed the gap on the majority of reading measures used 
in the study. Dickson and Bursuck (1999) cautiously concluded that enhancing the 
general education curriculum and providing additional intervention can improve student 
reading outcomes, but mentioned that studies with additional experimental control are 
required to evaluate the impact of tiered service delivery.  
In another study examining reading outcomes, O’Conner, Fulmer, and Harty 
(2003) examined the effectiveness of a three-tiered PS/RtI model at two elementary 
schools across a 4-year span. Tier I services consisted of universal reading instruction and 
data-based decision making. Tier II consisted of flexible, small group direct instruction 
that targeted areas of weakness three days per week. Finally, Tier III services consisted of 
flexible, individualized instruction that targeted specific areas of weakness five days per 
week. The researchers trained kindergarten and first grade staff in year 1, second grade 
staff in year 2, and third grade staff in year 3. O’Conner et al. reported that students 
attending school one were from low- to mid-income neighborhoods and relatively 
homogeneous in terms of race/ethnicity (i.e., 12% African American, 7% Hispanic, 9% 
Native American, and 72% Caucasian) while the students attending school two were 
mostly from high income neighborhoods and relatively heterogeneous in terms of 
race/ethnicity (i.e., 15% African American, 57% Caucasian, and 27% Other). 
Approximately 400 students were in grades K-3 (i.e., approximately 100 students per 
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grade) at the two schools at the beginning of the study. Of these 400 students, 92 received 
Tier II and/or Tier III intervention on an as needed basis. Outcomes for these students 
were examined for second and third grade because the second graders in year 1 and the 
third graders in years 1 and 2 could serve as controls.   
O’Conner et al. (2003) reported data on the effectiveness of Tier I instruction and 
instruction for students with reading disabilities. Results indicated that the students 
receiving Tier I instruction following implementation of the model outperformed the 
control students from previous years on measures of decoding (F (2, 283) = 16.24, p 
<.01), fluency (F (2, 283) = 36.96,  p < .01), and comprehension (F (2, 283) = 9.97, p < 
.01) in second and third grade. Effect sizes at the end of third grade for the enhanced Tier 
I instruction were .19, .34, .52, and .29 for measures of word identification, decoding, 
fluency, and comprehension respectively indicating small to moderate effects.  
O’Conner et al. (2003) reported improvements in reading achievement for 
students with disabilities as well. Analyses of the data for the end of third grade 
demonstrated moderate to large effects (Cohen’s d equaled .40, 1.8, 1.4, and 1.0 for word 
identification, decoding, fluency, and comprehension respectively) in favor of the tiered 
service delivery model. Also, students in the experimental group demonstrated reduced 
special education identification rates. Students in the historical control group were placed 
at an average rate of 15%. Following the fourth year of implementation of the model, 
placement rates were 12% for the students who only received Tier I instruction and 8% 
for students who received Tier II and/or Tier III services. The authors concluded that 
tiered models of intervention appear to improve the reading performance of students, but 
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noted that the lack of control schools in the study is a limitation that necessitates caution 
when interpreting the results. 
VanDerHeyden and Burns (2005) examined the impact of a PS/RtI model as well. 
VanDerHeyden and Burns PS/RtI model involved a series of evidence-based intervention 
procedures and sequentially applied decision rules at each stage for reading and math. 
The four sequential stages were (1) universal screening using curriculum-based 
measurement (CBM) reading and math probes, (2) class-wide intervention for classes 
with a large proportion of students performing below a functional instruction criterion, 
(3) brief performance/skill deficit assessment for those students who do not respond to 
evidence-based universal intervention, and (4) the response to a short-term, 
individualized intervention delivered in the classroom for those students identified with a 
skill deficit. Unlike the previous studies; however, the authors examined the impact of the 
model on mathematics achievement. One elementary school was the focus of this 
investigation. The elementary school had approximately the same number of males and 
females. In terms of race/ethnicity, 79% of the students were Caucasian, 16% were 
Hispanic, and 4% were African American. In addition, approximately 3% of the students 
were eligible for Title I services (a proxy for low-SES), 1.7% were ELLs and 11% 
received services through special education.  
Both within-year and across year student growth were examined for grades 3-5 by 
VanderHeyden and Burns (2005). The researchers examined the within-year effects of 
their PS/RtI model by randomly selecting one Curriculum-Based Measurement (CBM) 
math computation probe from each month (January through April) and examining growth 
in scores using a Repeated Measures ANOVA. The analysis revealed significant effects 
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for each grade and the total sample (F’s ranged from 13.45 to 64.29, p’s < .001). Cohen’s 
d ranged from .49 to .97 indicating moderate to large effects. In addition, the percentage 
of students identified as frustrational (i.e., at-risk) decreased from 38% to 24% from 
January to April, while the percentage of students achieving mastery increased from 9% 
to 29%. Statistical analyses revealed that these changes were reliable (z = 6.89, p <.001).  
VanDerHeyden and Burns (2005) examined the across year data by comparing 
data on a published, norm-referenced test of math achievement from the 2001-02 school 
year (pre-implementation) and the 2002-03 school year (post-implementation). Post-
implementation scores were significantly higher for all grades and the total sample (t’s 
ranged from 2.01 to 3.42, p’s < .05). Cohen’s d ranged from .29 to .45 demonstrating 
small to moderate effects. In addition, the percentage of students scoring below average 
reliably decreased from 15% to 13%, while the percentage of students scoring above 
average reliably increased from 24% to 30% (z = 3.37, p < .001). The authors concluded 
that implementation of the PS/RtI model resulted in significant improvements in the math 
performance of students in grades 3-5 who attended the school.  
Knoff and Batsche (1995) also examined the impact of implementing a PS/RtI 
model in one building. Unlike the previously reviewed studies; however, the researchers 
used a comparison school and a within school multiple baseline design to examine the 
model’s impact on a number of student and systemic outcomes. At the target elementary 
school, Knoff and Batsche collected three years of baseline data and three years of 
implementation data. Data were only available for the second year of implementation at 
the comparison school. The target school was a Title I school with 87% of its students 
eligible for free-reduced lunch and was heterogeneous in terms of race/ethnicity (i.e., 
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59% Caucasian, 38% African American, and 19% Other). The comparison school was 
similar in terms of SES (i.e., 91% of students were eligible for free-reduced lunch) and 
race/ethnicity (i.e., 41% Caucasian, 54% African American, and 6% Other).  
When examining student outcomes, Knoff and Batsche (1995) investigated the 
impact of the PS/RtI from baseline to year three of implementation. The researchers used 
the proportion of students at-or-above grade level (i.e., the 50th percentile) on a published, 
norm-referenced test of achievement (i.e., the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills 
[CTBS]) to examine the impact of implementing the model. The analyses were 
disaggregated by younger students (i.e., students in first grade at the beginning of 
implementation) and older students (i.e., students in third grade at the beginning of 
implementation). For younger students, the researchers found a 2%, 20%, and 18% 
increase in the proportion of students performing at grade level in reading, language, and 
math achievement respectively. For older students, Knoff and Batsche reported no 
increase for reading achievement, but a 13% and 2% increase in the proportion of 
students performing at grade level in language and math achievement respectively. For 
the CTBS total battery score, a 15% increase for younger students and a 12% increase for 
older students in terms of the proportion of students performing at grade level were 
detected. The findings related to the comparison school component of the design 
provided additional evidence for the effectiveness of the PS/RtI model. At year 2 of 
implementation, the target school had 33% of its students performing at-or-above grade 
level, while the comparison school had 28% of its students performing at the same 
criterion.   
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Knoff and Batsche (1995) reported improvements after implementation of the 
PS/RtI model when examining systemic outcomes as well. Following implementation of 
the model, the proportion of students referred for and placed in special education 
decreased from baseline (i.e., 10% for referrals and 6% for placements) to year 3 (i.e., 2% 
for referrals and 2% for placements). Data from the comparison school component of the 
design were once again consistent with the within school component findings. At year 2 
of implementation, the proportion of students referred for and placed in special education 
was 3% and 2% respectively at the target school. Referral and placement rates at the 
comparison school were 10% and 7% respectively following year 2 of implementation. 
Discipline referrals also decreased following implementation of the model at the target 
school. Disciple referrals decreased from 73 incidents per 100 students at baseline to 53 
incidents per 100 students at year 3 of implementation. In addition, the proportion of 
students in the population who received referrals decreased from 37% at baseline to 28% 
at year 3. Thus, implementation of the model resulted in decreases of 75%, 67%, and 
28% for special education referrals, special education placements, and total discipline 
referrals respectively. Improvements in these systemic outcomes as well as the 
aforementioned student outcomes lead the researchers to conclude that a student focused, 
intervention based model is an effective way to deliver educational services to students.   
Marston et al. (2003) implemented a PS/RtI model in a heterogeneous 
Midwestern school district. According to Marston et al., the model used consisted of 
applying the problem-solving process to identify and provide interventions to 
academically struggling students with a focus on general education. While phasing in 
implementation of the PS/RtI across the schools within the district beginning in 1994, 
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Marston et al. evaluated the model’s impact on several student and systemic variables. 
Data were reported through the 2001-02 school year on the response of kindergarten 
students to early intervention, the proportion of students placed in high-incidence 
disability categories, and disproportional representation of minority students in special 
education.  
Marston et al. (2003) reported the impact of using problem-solving data to 
implement evidence-based reading strategies in kindergarten classrooms. As a result of 
the problem-solving process, the district began training kindergarten teachers from 
schools not making AYP to implement recommendations from the National Reading 
Panel (2000) report. The training occurred during the 2001-02 school year. In addition to 
the training, some schools offered full day kindergarten as an option for students. 
Marston et al. reported effect sizes comparing schools not meeting AYP to their district 
counterparts, schools offering full day kindergarten to schools offering a half-day, and 
schools not meeting AYP and offering full day kindergarten to schools meeting AYP and 
not offering full day kindergarten. Effect sizes for words read correctly were .43, .44. and 
.74 for schools not meeting AYP, schools that offered all day kindergarten, and schools 
not meeting AYP that offered all day kindergarten respectively. The researchers reported 
that student growth curves accelerated following the instructional changes across a 
variety of pre-reading skills and vocabulary as well.  
In terms of systemic outcomes, Marston et al. (2003) reported special education 
placement and disproportionality data. For special education placements, the proportion 
of students identified with learning disabilities decreased from 6% in 1994 to 3% in 2001. 
The proportion of students identified with a mild mental impairment decreased from 1% 
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in 1994 to .5% in 2001 as well. The researchers also reported a decrease in 
disproportionality for African American students. At the conclusion of the 1997-98 
school year, African Americans comprised 44.33% of students in the district. However, 
African Americans represented 64.4%, 69%, and 68.9% of special education referrals, 
evaluations, and placements in the district. At the conclusion of the 2000-01 school year, 
African American students comprised approximately the same proportion of the student 
population (i.e., 45%), but represented less of the special education referrals (59%), 
evaluations (57.7%), and placements (55.4%). Although disproportionality for African 
Americans in special education still existed, it is noteworthy that the odds ratios for 
African American students receiving services through the learning disabilities category, 
mild mental impairment category, or problem-solving category in the district (odds ratios 
ranged from 1.9 to 2.1) were lower than the average odds ratio across the state (the 
average odds ratio for African American students was 2.7). Thus, implementation of the 
PS/RtI model not only appeared to result in improved reading outcomes for kindergarten 
students, but also reduced risk for special education placements, particularly for African 
American students. Marston et al. concluded that the available data suggest that the 
implementation of the PS/RtI model in their school district improved student and 
systemic outcomes. 
In another district level study, VanDerHeyden, Witt, and Gilbertson (2007) 
reported data on the PS/RtI model described by VanDerHeyden and Burns (2005) above. 
The district was located in a southwestern, suburban community. Students attending the 
five schools in the district were somewhat homogeneous in terms of race/ethnicity (67-
81% Caucasian, 15-24% Hispanic, 2-6% African American, and 2-5% Other) and SES 
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(14-37% of students were eligible for free-reduced lunch with a median of 21%). To 
examine the effects of the implementation of their PS/RtI model, VanDerHeyden et al. 
used a multiple baseline design across the four elementary schools in the district with 
baseline data from either one or two years prior to implementation of the model.  
VanDerHeyden et al. (2007) reported that the number of evaluations for special 
education and the total number of students who qualified for services were reduced in the 
year(s) following implementation. During baseline years, the number of initial special 
education evaluations and students who qualified for services ranged from approximately 
10 to 30 and 3 to 20 respectively. In the years following implementation of their PS/RtI 
model, the number of initial evaluations and students who qualified for services ranged 
from approximately 6 to 9 and 2 to 5 respectively. Disproportional representation of 
males evaluated for special education services was also reduced from 62% during 
baseline years to 59% following implementation. Interestingly, a reversal component was 
included in one of the schools in which PS/RtI procedures were withdrawn during the 
first year of implementation and reinstated for the following school year. In this school, 
both the number of evaluations and the number of students who qualified for services 
returned to levels above baseline following withdrawal of the PS/RtI procedures. The 
number of evaluations and students who qualified for services declined significantly 
following reintroduction of the model during the subsequent school year. Consistent with 
the findings reported by VanDerHeyden et al., VanDerHeyden and Jimerson (2005) 
reported that the number of children identified as having a specific learning disability 
(SLD) was reduced from 6% to 3.5% following implementation of the model in the 
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district. VanDerHeyden and Jimerson also reported a greater than 50% decrease in the 
number of students being evaluated for special education during the same time span.  
Tilly (2003), in a larger-scale evaluation, examined the impact of implementing 
the PS/RtI model at the intermediate unit level. The Heartland Early Literacy Project 
(HELP), a multi-tiered version of the PS/RtI model targeting early literacy skills was 
implemented across a number of schools within the intermediate unit’s jurisdiction. 
Implementation began in 1999 with 36 schools. The number of schools increased each 
year with 121 schools included during the 2003-04 school year. Training focused on 
administration and scoring of screening measures, implementing evidence-based 
interventions, and data-based decision-making. The dependent variables used in the 
evaluation of the project were the Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (PSF), Nonsense 
Word Fluency (NWF), and Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) subtests of the Dynamic 
Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) as well as special education placement 
rates.  
Tilly (2003) used cross-sectional data across the 4 years of implementation to 
evaluate the impact of the project on reading outcomes. For kindergarten students, the 
median performance increased each year on the PSF and NWF subtests of the DIBELS. 
For grades 1-3, the median performance of first graders increased for ORF across the first 
3 years of implementation with a slight decrease in year 4. No noticeable differences 
were evident in the median performance of second and third graders on the ORF subtests. 
Tilly also reported z-scores comparing the year 1 and year 3 PSF and ORF performance 
of students in schools participating in at least 3 years of the project. For the PSF subtest, 
z’s ranged from -.77 to 3.29 (n = 36) with a mean of 1.08 and a median of 1.25 indicating 
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a large effect for implementation of the model. For the ORF subtest, z’s ranged from -.68 
to .2.47 (n = 32) with a mean of .39 and a median of .36 indicating a small to moderate 
effect for implementation of the model.  
Tilly (2003) also examined the rate of new special education placements in grades 
K-3 across the 36 initial project schools. The three years prior to implementation and the 
four years post implementation were compared to determine the impact of implementing 
the model on special education placement rates. Reductions in new special education 
placements of 41%, 34%, 25%, and 19% were found in kindergarten, first grade, second 
grade, and third grade respectively. Thus, Tilly reported improvements in both student 
and systemic outcomes as a result of implementing a PS/RtI model. The author concluded 
that schools should begin moving away from the traditional service delivery model and 
toward a results-based model such as the PS/RtI model. 
Consistent with the recommendation made by Tilly (2003), several states have 
begun attempting to scale-up implementation of a PS/RtI model. Callender (2006) 
reported data at the annual National Association of School Psychologists (NASP) 
Convention on the impact of a state initiative in Idaho to implement a PS/RtI model. 
Statewide training and support were provided to schools to implement Idado’s version of 
the model. According to Callender, training focused on systemic problem-solving 
processes and procedures, and research-based assessment and intervention practices. The 
assistance provided consisted of on-site formative feedback and support of efforts made 
by school personnel. At the time of the presentation, the project had been implemented in 
152 schools (128 elementary, 24 secondary) across 43 school districts (38% of the state’s 
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total). Callender reported data on the impact of interventions on reading outcomes and 
special education placements.  
Callender (2006) compared the performance of students in grades K-3 in PS/RtI 
and non-PS/RtI schools (n = 1400). Findings indicated that students with a documented 
intervention plan (i.e., a document used in PS/RtI schools to facilitate implementation of 
interventions) performed higher on measures of reading achievement than those students 
who did not. Callender also reported a large effect size (ES = 1.10) for having an 
intervention plan from the fall semester to the spring semester of the 2002-03 school year 
as measured by the Idaho Reading Inventory. Finally, Callender examined special 
education placements from the fall of the 2002-03 school year to the fall of the 2004-05 
school year. Although statewide enrollment had increased 3% over this time span, 
statewide special education enrollment decreased 1% while a 3% decreases was observed 
in PS/RtI schools. Together, these data suggest that implementation of a PS/RtI model in 
Idaho schools may have had a positive impact on some student and systemic outcomes; 
however, more information on the procedures and statistical analyses used by the 
initiative is needed before more definitive conclusions can be reached. 
 McGlinchey, Schallmo, and Goodman (2006) also presented data from a state 
initiative to implement a PS/RtI model in schools. The initiative focused on reading and 
behavioral issues in Michigan public schools. Regional teams were selected by the 
project staff and were provided training to help them implement and sustain evidence-
based assessment and intervention practices in local elementary schools. The number of 
participating schools started at 21 in 2004 and increased to 102 schools in 2006. 
McGlinchey et al. report data on student reading achievement and the number of office 
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discipline referrals at participating schools. For reading, the researchers reported 
increases in the proportion of students achieving benchmarks on the DIBELS. For 22 
schools that began implementing the model during the first year of the project, increases 
in the proportion of kindergarteners, first graders, and second graders who achieved 
benchmark on the DIBELS ranged from approximately 5 to 15% across a one year 
period. In terms of systemic behavior outcomes, the researchers reported a decrease in the 
average number of office discipline referrals per day per 100 students. At the beginning 
of the project, the average number of discipline referrals per day per 100 students at 18 
schools who began implementing the model was .79. Following one year of 
implementation at the 18 schools, the average number of discipline referrals per day per 
100 students was reduced to .47. The data presented by McGlinchey et al. suggest that 
implementation of a PS/RtI model may have improved student reading and systemic 
behavioral outcomes; however, longitudinal data including comparisons to schools not 
implementing the model would provide stronger evidence in terms of the impact of the 
PS/RtI procedures implemented.  
Stollar and Graden (2006) presented data from another state-level initiative to 
implement a PS/RtI model in schools. The model targeted the academic and behavioral 
performance of students in Ohio schools through systems- and individual-level 
collaborative problem-solving procedures. Coaches were trained to facilitate 
implementation of the model in participating schools through training and technical 
assistance. To examine the impact of the model on student outcomes, the researchers 
used performance on subtests from the DIBELS as dependent variables. Results indicated 
increases across a 4-year time span in the number of kindergarten students at-risk in the 
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fall who were no longer at-risk in the spring. In the 2001-02, 2002-03, 2003-04, and 
2004-05 school years, 270, 758, 1,078, and 1,233 students improved risk status 
respectively. 
Finally, Burns, Appleton, and Stehouwer (2005) provided the most 
comprehensive review of outcomes associated with implementation of the PS/RtI found 
in the literature. In a review of four large-scale PS/RtI projects as well as other research 
projects, the researchers used metanalytic procedures to examine the overall impact of the 
PS/RtI on student and systemic outcomes. From the 21 studies that were reviewed, a total 
of 24 effect sizes and unbiased estimates of effect (UEE) were calculated. The 
researchers calculated effect sizes using Cohen’s d and the UEEs using Cohen’s d 
weighted by the sample size used in the studies.  
Overall effect sizes ranged from .18 to 3.04 with a mean of 1.27 (SD = .94) and a 
median of 1.02 suggesting strong effects for implementing the PS/RtI model (Burns et al., 
2005). The authors also disaggregated the results by student and systemic outcomes. For 
student outcomes (n = 11), the researchers found an average effect size of .96 (SD = .77) 
and a median effect size of .72 suggesting moderate to strong effects for implementing 
the model. Effects in favor of implementing the PS/RtI model were stronger for systemic 
outcomes. The average effect size (n = 13) was 1.53 (SD = 1.02) and the median effect 
size was 1.28. When calculating UEEs, strong effects were found for both student (UEE 
= 1.02) and systemic (UEE = 1.54) outcomes. The researchers also disaggregated the 
UEEs by whether the PS/RtI model was field-based or implemented by researchers. For 
field-based implementation of the model, the researchers found strong effects on both 
student (UEE = .94) and systemic (UEE = 1.80) outcomes. For models implemented by 
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researchers, the analysis revealed a strong effect on student outcomes (UEE = 1.14) and a 
small to moderate effect on systemic outcomes (UEE = .47). Finally, the researchers 
examined the proportion of students placed into special education in schools 
implementing the service-delivery model. Across the studies reviewed, the researchers 
found that approximately 1.24% of students were referred for special education while 
approximately 1.68% were placed in special education. Both referral and placement rates 
were well below the national average. Based on these data, the authors concluded that 
both field-based and research-based implementation of the PS/RtI model resulted in 
strong effects on student and systemic outcomes.  
 In summary, a number of studies have been conducted to examine the impact of 
implementing PS/RtI models in schools. The unit of analysis in these studies has ranged 
from specific grade-levels to state-level initiatives. Research on the model across units of 
analysis has demonstrated improvements in student and systemic outcomes. Increases in 
reading, math, and language achievement; decreases in office discipline referrals; 
decreases in special education referrals, evaluations, and placements; and decreases in 
disproportional representation of racial/ethnic minority and male students in special 
education have been reported. In addition, a review of the demographic profiles of the 
students sampled across the studies suggests that these improvements occurred in schools 
with both homogenous and heterogeneous student populations, an important 
consideration given the accountability for disaggregated subgroup performance in NCLB 
(2002). However, tremendous variability in the unit of analysis, control over 
manipulation of the independent variables, and how the dependent variables were 
measured existed. Therefore, additional studies examining the impact of implementing 
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the model across different units of analysis, the differences between field-based and 
research-based implementation, and the model’s impact on a variety of dependent 
variables is needed.    
Implementation Challenges to be Faced  
Findings from the studies reviewed above provide evidence that implementing the 
PS/RtI model results in improved student and systemic outcomes in schools. However, 
educators interested in implementing PS/RtI should consider other variables as well when 
evaluating the model. Outcomes derived as a result of implementing a new service 
delivery model are often moderated or mediated by a number of variables. Educators 
considering PS/RtI should identify these variables and determine the extent to which they 
may impact desired outcomes in their schools. What follows is a brief review of variables 
identified in the literature that have been examined in conjunction with PS/RtI outcomes.  
Consensus. Initiatives to implement change in schools have been in existence for 
decades with little evidence for meaningful improvements in student outcomes. 
According to Sarason (1990), one of the reasons for persistent failure to improve 
outcomes is that facilitators of reform initiatives do not understand schools in the context 
of their histories or larger social systems. Long existing power relationships result in top 
down reform initiatives in which schools are expected to comply with directives from 
legislators, policy makers, and administrators. Educators typically are not involved in 
decision-making related to the reform initiatives, inhibiting collaboration from these key 
stakeholders who play a vital role in implementing any changes. Administrators and 
policy makers do not understand that, left unchecked, school personnel will often respond 
to reform initiatives in ways that minimize the effort required for real change to occur. 
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The avoidance response of school personnel, however, is directly related to the amount of 
powerlessness felt by the individuals most responsible for implementing the reform 
process. Thus, according to Sarason, not involving school personnel in decision-making 
about educational reform functions as a barrier to meaningful change.  
Curtis, Castillo, and Cohen (2008) purport that achieving consensus among key 
stakeholders in a school (e.g., principal, teachers, support personnel) regarding the 
implementation of an innovation is a fundamental principle of engaging in effective 
systems change. Curtis et al. suggest that a commitment from the majority (80% is often 
suggested but not universally agreed upon) of stakeholders in a building should be 
obtained before proceeding with implementation of an innovation. Given the idea that the 
level of commitment from school personnel regarding a reform initiative is likely to 
influence the extent to which implementation occurs, it is important to consider the nature 
of educator beliefs and how they change as a function of training. The degree of 
malleability of educator beliefs would be important for individuals interested in 
implementing the PS/RtI model to understand when disseminating information and 
initiating training on the model. 
Parajes (1992) states that teachers hold beliefs about topics such as the nature of 
knowledge, roles and responsibilities of educators, causes of teacher and student 
performance, and confidence to perform specific tasks. According to Parajes, these 
beliefs are often developed early in the educational careers of teachers and, once formed, 
are difficult to change. In fact, Guskey (1986) purports that conventional staff 
development programs are typically unsuccessful in terms of bringing about change in 
teacher beliefs. However, Guskey reports that changes in attitudes often occur when 
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teachers practice a new procedure, particularly when it results in improved student 
performance. Thus, Guskey concluded that changes in teacher beliefs follow changes in 
teacher behavior. Although beliefs regarding implementing new practices appear to be 
resistant to change through in-services along, it is not clear whether these findings would 
generalize to all beliefs core to a PS/RtI model. It also is unclear whether a combination 
of approaches including in-services, opportunities to practice, and feedback through 
coaching would result in changes in teacher beliefs. 
Given the lack of clarity regarding whether research on teacher beliefs (Guskey, 
1986; Parejes, 1992) would generalize to beliefs core to a PS/RtI model, change agents 
facilitating implementation of the model may need to target both the perceived need and 
the skills of educators simultaneously. Evaluators examining changes in beliefs after 
initiating training to implement the PS/RtI model might expect changes to vary as a 
function of time exposed to training and/or the degree to which educators have practiced 
PS/RtI skills. More frequent assessment of educator beliefs and the extent to which 
educators received direct training targeting beliefs versus practice with PS/RtI skills may 
be required to determine what training activities lead to changes in beliefs relevant to 
PS/RtI practices. In addition to examining how beliefs change as a function of training, 
evaluators should examine the extent to which these changes relate to skill development, 
implementation of PS/RtI practices, and student outcomes. The current literature base 
provides little information on how changes in beliefs impact the skill development of 
educators, implementation of a PS/RtI model, and how these factors relate to changes in 
student outcomes. Research focusing on the impact of changes in beliefs on these factors 
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might provide change agents with information regarding how much to focus on altering 
beliefs of educators. 
A review of the literature indicates that a few researchers have begun examining 
key stakeholder consensus and beliefs as part of their evaluations of the PS/RtI model. 
Batsche, Elliott, Schrag, and Tilly (2005) presented data from two evaluations of 
satisfaction with the PS/RtI model. The Heartland Area Education Agency 11, an 
intermediate unit located in Iowa, administered a survey to principles, general education 
teachers, and special education teachers regarding their satisfaction with the model. 
When asked whether they agreed with the statement that the problem-solving process 
improves the performance of students whose academic skills or behaviors are a concern, 
the majority of respondents (approximately 87-97%) agreed that the model improved 
student outcomes. Batsche, Elliott, Schrag, et al., also reported data from a longitudinal 
evaluation of the implementation of a PS/RtI model in Illinois. Results of this evaluation 
indicated that teacher and parent satisfaction with the PS/RtI model was superior to the 
traditional model. Although these data suggest that educators and parents were satisfied 
with the services provided as a result of implementing the model, no data were presented 
regarding whether educators reached consensus prior to initiating implementation, how 
their beliefs changed as a function of training, or the extent to which educators continued 
to be invested in implementing PS/RtI policies and procedures. Nor were data found 
linking the degree of consensus to implementation integrity. Thus, more research is 
needed to investigate key stakeholder consensus and its relationship with implementation 
of the PS/RtI model.   
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 Implementation Integrity. Noell and Gansle (2006) state that treatment integrity 
(heretofore referred to as implementation integrity) is critical to assessing student RtI. 
According to Noell and Gansle, educators cannot make sound judgments about the extent 
to which students respond to intervention without data demonstrating that the 
intervention plan was implemented as intended. The argument being that one cannot rule 
out that poor student RtI was due to factors such as failure to implement key components 
of the intervention without data demonstrating that the intervention plan was 
implemented with some acceptable level of integrity. However, what is unclear is exactly 
how implementation integrity should be defined and measured.  
According to Noell and Gansle (2006), there are three critical dimensions that 
should be considered when measuring implementation integrity. The first dimension to 
consider is the degree to which the intervention plan is implemented as intended. Factors 
such as how the intervention is defined and what components of the plan are 
implemented precisely play major roles in determining integrity. What is clear from the 
limited research base is that as the degree to which the treatment plan is implemented 
with integrity decreases, the more likely that the intervention plan will be ineffective.  
The second dimension is how implementation integrity is to be defined and 
measured (Noell & Gansle, 2006). Educators must determine the critical elements of an 
intervention and at what level of detail to assess those elements. In other words, one must 
choose between assessing the critical elements globally (e.g., the four major steps in the 
problem-solving process), focusing more on micro level steps in which every potential 
action is assessed (e.g., every step of a scripted reading lesson), or examining an 
intermediate level in which important elements are clearly specified, but are defined 
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globally enough to be feasible to assess (e.g., critical components of each step of the 
problem-solving process). According to researchers, focusing on critical elements at an 
intermediate level appears to result in the most optimal combination of reliably assessing 
implementation integrity and making assessment feasible for educators. The critical steps 
at this level are sensitive enough to pick up on variations in implementation and link 
levels of implementation to outcomes (Noell et al., 2005).  
In addition to defining what elements of an intervention are critical, practitioners 
also must determine how to assess the critical steps. According to Noell and Gansle 
(2006), the most practical strategy might include using both observations and permanent 
products. Observations allow practitioners to record the degree to which key elements of 
the intervention plan are present, but are subject to reactivity biases and are often difficult 
to conduct on a frequent basis. Permanent products are another potentially valuable 
source regarding implementation integrity because some intervention plans or 
components of an intervention plan leave products that can be used to assess critical 
elements. However, not all intervention plans lend themselves to readily available 
permanent products. Although teacher self-report of implementation also has been 
considered in the literature, research has demonstrated that self-reports tend to be biased 
upwardly and are often conflicting with observation or permanent product data (Noell et 
al., 2005). Thus, the current literature on implementation integrity suggests that a 
combination of observation and permanent product review is the best method to assess 
implementation integrity currently available to educators.  
The third and final dimension suggested by Noell and Gansle (2006) is ensuring 
that training results in improved probability of adequate implementation integrity. 
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According to Showers, Joyce, and colleagues (Showers & Joyce, 1996; Showers, Joyce & 
Bennett, 1987), effective professional development practices contain several major 
stages; theory, demonstration, opportunities to practice, and immediate corrective 
feedback. First, the theoretical basis and rationale behind the skills being taught must be 
provided. The purpose of providing this information is for educators to obtain a 
knowledge base on which to draw when implementing the new practices and to achieve 
consensus that the new practices are important to implement. Next, individuals with 
experience implementing the new practices model the required skills. Finally, educators 
learning the new skills are provided multiple opportunities to practice followed by 
immediate corrective feedback after each opportunity. The purpose of the final three 
stages is for educators to become proficient with the new skills through observation, 
repeated practice, and feedback on their performance. Showers et al. (1987) have 
demonstrated that professional development models that include these four stages result 
in improved implementation of new practices. Showers and Joyce (1996) reported that 
later studies conducted suggest that the feedback component of the model, when omitted, 
did not result in decreases in implementation of new practices. However, researchers 
have demonstrated that including direct instruction and immediate corrective feedback as 
part of training increases implementation of PS/RtI procedures over didactic instruction 
alone (Curtis & Metz, 1986; Noell et al., 2005; Zins & Ponti, 1996).   
 Evaluations of the integrity of PS/RtI procedures have varied in terms of what 
components of the model were examined and how integrity was defined and measured.  
Noell, Duhon, Gatti, and Connell (2002) examined implementation integrity across four 
teachers who implemented behavioral interventions for eight elementary school students. 
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The students were referred for behavioral problems in the classroom. A nonconcurrent 
multiple baseline design across participants was used to examine implementation 
integrity. Following the development and implementation of the behavior management 
interventions, the researchers collected integrity data via behavior records used as part of 
the intervention (i.e., permanent products). The proportion of correct steps included in the 
behavioral records was used to determine the degree to which the interventions were 
implemented as intended. Data review meetings were held on a daily basis once 
implementation integrity was low and stable, or trending downward. The meetings 
consisted of reviewing student behavior, plan implementation, and strategies for 
implementing the intervention the next day. When accurate implementation was 
achieved, the data review meetings were faded to every other day. For those teachers that 
did not meet the accuracy criterion, performance feedback on implementation integrity 
was added using two graphs. One graph displayed student outcomes while the other 
graph displayed the proportion of intervention steps implemented correctly by the 
teacher. Performance feedback meetings were systematically faded when the intervention 
was implemented with integrity across multiple days.  
Results indicated that initial implementation varied across teachers, but decreased 
or became unstable quickly in the absence of follow-up from the consultants (Noell et al, 
2002). The brief data review meetings initiated following low or decreasing levels of 
integrity resulted in improvements in implementation integrity for one teacher, some 
improvement for two teachers, and no improvement for the fourth teacher. The addition 
of performance feedback to the data review meetings; however, resulted in high, stable 
integrity data. Finally, fading of the performance feedback sessions resulted in less 
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stability, but integrity data remained relatively high. Interestingly, implementation 
integrity was higher for subsequent referrals than for the initial referrals to the teachers. 
These results suggested that implementation integrity varied by teacher, type of feedback 
provided to teachers, and the teachers’ experience with the intervention procedures. The 
degree of variance in implementation integrity and the number of factors that contribute 
to the variance provide evidence for the need to carefully assess integrity when 
evaluating student RtI. 
Noell et al. (2005) expanded on the previous study by examining three different 
consultation strategies to determine their impact on levels of implementation integrity. 
Interventions were implemented for 45 elementary school students requiring services for 
academic and/or behavioral concerns. Following the development and initial 
implementation of the intervention plan for each student, one of three consultative 
follow-up procedures was used for a period of 3 weeks. The follow-up procedures 
examined were brief weekly interviews, weekly interviews with an emphasis on 
commitment to follow the intervention protocol, and performance feedback. Permanent 
products from the intervention plans were used to assess the degree of implementation 
integrity.  
Results from a one-way ANOVA indicated that the performance feedback 
condition was superior to the other two conditions in terms of implementation integrity 
[F (2,42) = 9.0, p = .001; Noell et al., 2005]. The average percentage of intervention 
components found in the permanent products used to assess integrity for the performance 
feedback condition was approximately 80% across the 3 weeks. The average percentage 
of intervention components implemented for the other two conditions ranged from 
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approximately 20-65% with integrity decreasing as a function of time. In fact, a 
significant main effect was found across the three conditions for time [F (2,42) = 10.0, p 
< .001], indicating that implementation integrity decreased across the three weeks. No 
interaction effects were found. Noell et al. also examined student change in performance 
for each of the consultation conditions. Results indicated that significant differences 
existed among the groups [F (2,38) = 10.7, p <.001], with students in the performance 
feedback condition outperforming students in the other two groups. Thus, Noell et al. 
demonstrated that implementation integrity could be improved through performance 
feedback; however, the degree to which the intervention was implemented with integrity 
decreased over time. The data also demonstrated that students in the group with the 
highest level of implementation integrity improved the most thereby reinforcing the 
importance of evaluating implementation integrity when making decisions about student 
RtI.   
 Flugum and Reschly (1994) examined implementation integrity and its 
relationship to student outcomes as well. Flugum and Reschly used quality indicators of 
interventions to determine the degree to which problem-solving procedures were 
implemented with integrity. The quality indicators were intermediate level components of 
intervention-based service delivery that are considered critical within a problem-solving 
model (see Upah & Tilly, 2002 for a description of quality indicators of problem-
solving). The sample consisted of 360 general education teachers and 422 student support 
service personnel who participated in intervention development and implementation for 
470 randomly selected Iowa students. The selected students had been referred for special 
education, received a comprehensive evaluation, but were found ineligible for services. A 
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survey asking the respondents to provide information regarding whether or not quality 
indicators were present during the intervention was used to examine integrity. Questions 
about student performance were also asked on the survey. The data were collected over a 
3-year period. Of those sampled, only 175 teachers and 123 support personnel indicated 
that an intervention was implemented prior to the special education referral. Only those 
responses in which an intervention was implemented prior to referral were included in the 
analyses.  
Results indicated that the majority of pre-referral interventions were deficient in 
terms of the quality indicators of problem-solving (Flugum & Reschly, 1994). A 
significant amount of variation in the proportion of teachers and student support service 
personnel who implemented problem-solving procedures was evident across the quality 
indicators. The proportion of teachers who responded that they implemented a critical 
components of problem-solving ranged from 7-78% (median = 39.5%) across the quality 
indicators. Student support service personnel implementation of each critical component 
ranged from 2-71% (median = 35.5%) across the quality indicators. Despite the lack of 
implementation integrity reported by respondents, significant positive correlations were 
found between the number of quality indicators present and positive student outcomes. 
Correlations of .17 (p < .05) and .29 (p < .05) were found between the number of quality 
indicators present and the target behavior improving for teachers and student support 
personnel respectively. Thus, Flugum and Reschly concluded that the presence of quality 
indicators varied tremendously by case and that increasing implementation integrity may 
lead to improved outcomes for students. Although the use of self-report data suggested 
that these conclusions should be interpreted with caution, the findings reported by 
69 
69 
Flugum and Reschly were consistent with other studies examining implementation of the 
PS/RtI model (see below). 
The studies conducted by Noell and colleagues (Noell and Gansle, 2006) and 
Flugum and Reschly (1994) provided support for including implementation integrity in 
evaluations that examine the impact of intervention-based service delivery models on 
educational outcomes. Consistent with the findings of these studies, several researchers 
have examined implementation integrity as part of their evaluation of the impact of the 
PS/RtI model on student and systemic outcomes. In an evaluation of district-wide 
implementation of a PS/RtI model reviewed above, VanDerHeyden et al. (2007) 
examined the degree to which assessment and intervention procedures were implemented 
as intended. An integrity checklist that specified each observable step of the assessment 
procedures was used to examine assessment integrity. As part of their training protocol, 
the observers reminded teachers prior to administration to follow instructions from the 
available script when conducting screenings. When steps were implemented incorrectly, 
teachers were prompted to complete those steps in the script. The total number of 
correctly (i.e., unprompted) implemented steps was divided by the total number of steps 
possible and multiplied by 100% to estimate assessment integrity. For all schools, 54 
observations were conducted and average integrity for the assessment procedures was 
98.76%. During the 54 observations, three teachers required 1-2 prompts to correctly 
complete omitted steps.  
VanDerHeyden et al. (2007) also examined the integrity of decisions regarding 
intervention success. To examine the integrity of the decisions reached by educators, the 
criterion used to determine intervention success in their PS/RtI model was provided to an 
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untrained observer. The untrained observer received the individual intervention data from 
44% of the intervention cases at the schools. Agreement regarding the decision of 
adequate or inadequate response to intervention between the untrained observer and the 
school personnel responsible for making decisions exceeded 87%. Thus, it appeared that 
educators were able to implement assessment and intervention decision protocols with 
high levels of integrity. Decreases in special education evaluations and disproportional 
representation of males reported by VanDerHeyden et al. are consistent with the findings 
from Noell et al. (2005) and Flugum and Reschly (1994) regarding the positive 
relationship between implementation integrity and outcomes. 
Callender (2006) examined implementation integrity using multiple methods as 
part of his evaluation the PS/RtI in the state of Idaho. Callender collected self-report data 
from PS/RtI teams across the state and reviewed intervention plans to attain an index of 
fidelity. Self-report data were collected by administering surveys to 55 PS/RtI teams (i.e., 
359 teachers, principles, student support services personnel, etc.) who attended PS/RtI 
trainings. Results of the survey revealed that although PS/RtI teams indicated that they 
implemented some components of effective problem-solving meetings at a high level 
(e.g., positive team atmosphere, parents encouraged to attend), the teams rated 
implementation of key RtI steps (e.g., data were collected, progress graph was discussed, 
changes in aimlines/interventions were made) as the lowest in terms of implementation 
integrity.  
Reviews of intervention plans during the first year of implementation were 
consistent with the RtI teams’ perceptions (Callender, 2006). During year 1 of 
implementation, intervention plans varied tremendously in terms of the proportion of key 
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problem-solving steps (e.g., defining the problem) included. The number of intervention 
plans that contained evidence of a critical component of problem-solving ranged from 9-
72% (median = 35.5%) across the key steps. Following additional training during year 2 
of implementation the percentage of intervention plans that included evidence of key 
components of problem-solving increased. The number of intervention plans that 
contained evidence of a critical component of problem-solving ranged from 60-91% 
(median = 86.5%) across the key steps. Thus, both self-report data and reviews of 
permanent products revealed that implementation integrity of core problem-solving steps 
was low during the first year of implementation. Reviews of permanent products during 
the second year of implementation revealed higher levels of implementation integrity. 
Callender did not present any data on the relationship between implementation integrity 
and student outcomes. 
In another state-level evaluation of implementation of the PS/RtI model, Stollar 
and Graden (2006) used multiple methods to examine implementation integrity as well. 
Consistent with Callender (2006), Stollar and Graden collected self-report data and 
reviewed permanent products to determine the degree to which problem-solving practices 
had been implemented with fidelity. In terms of the self-report data collected, surveys 
were administered to participants in problem-solving trainings assessing their perceived 
knowledge, skills, and levels of implementation with problem-solving practices. 
Respondents reported high levels of learning on key problem-solving components across 
the school year (i.e., the average score ranged from 4.65 to 5.23 on a 6 point Likert type 
scale across the year) indicating that participants felt they had the knowledge and skills to 
implement the model. Respondents also reported high levels of use of systems level 
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problem-solving (5.02 out of 6 on a Likert type scale) suggesting that educators perceived 
they were implementing problem-solving procedures to address classroom- and/or 
building-wide issues.  
Stollar and Graden (2006) also examined permanent products from intervention 
cases in participating schools to determine the degree to which quality indicators of 
problem-solving were present. The presence of quality indicators (i.e., critical 
components) was examined using a measure developed by Upah and Tilly (2002) that 
employs a 5 point Likert type scale. The percent of cases examined with 4-5 ratings (i.e., 
the two highest ratings) on indicators of problem-solving quality ranged from 0-100% 
with a median of 74% across the problem-solving steps examined. These data revealed 
variability in the degree that problem-solving components were implemented with 
integrity; however, the median of 74% suggests that many of the problem-solving steps 
were implemented with somewhat high levels of implementation. This finding appeared 
to be consistent with the integrity data reported by the problem-solving training 
participants and student outcome data demonstrating improvements in reading 
achievement. 
  In sum, researchers examining implementation integrity have demonstrated that 
educators do not always implement assessment and intervention procedures as intended. 
Although implementation integrity is often low in schools, methods to improve fidelity 
exist in the literature. Thus, it appears necessary to monitor levels of integrity given the 
degree of drift in implementation that has been found in the literature despite the use of 
evidence-based training procedures. The importance of monitoring implementation 
integrity when evaluating outcomes is more evident when the relationship between 
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fidelity and student outcomes is considered. Both micro- and macro-level evaluations of 
PS/RtI procedures have demonstrated that a positive relationship exists between levels of 
integrity, and student and systemic outcomes. The research examining this relationship is 
limited; however, requiring more stringent statistical analyses, particular for macro-level 
evaluations of PS/RtI implementation. 
Research on Program Evaluation Models 
 Researchers examining the PS/RtI model have focused on a number of variables 
including key stakeholder satisfaction with the model, implementation integrity, and 
student and systemic outcomes. Although improving student and systemic outcomes is 
arguably the ultimate criterion for success, variables such as key stakeholder consensus 
and implementation integrity have impacted an evaluator’s ability to make statements 
about the degree to which the PS/RtI model affected those outcomes. Evaluations that 
examine such variables separately, however, may not be of much use to educators 
implementing PS/RtI in schools. Because studies of the impact of the PS/RtI model occur 
in complex, real-world settings in which researchers often have limited control over the 
variables studied, a clear understanding of the relationship between potential 
independent, moderating, mediating, and extraneous variables, and their impact on the 
dependent variables of interest (e.g., student and systemic outcomes) is crucial for 
researchers to accurately interpret their findings. Program evaluation models are the 
vehicle through which individuals conducting applied research on the impact of 
innovations can organize variables relevant to implementation of an innovation such as 
the PS/RtI model.  
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 Stufflebeam (2001) defined program evaluation as “a study designed and 
conducted to assist some audience to assess an object’s merit and worth” (p. 11). 
According to Stufflebeam, program evaluation approaches can be broken down into four 
main categories; pseudoevaluations, questions/methods oriented, 
improvement/accountability oriented, and social agenda/advocacy oriented. 
Psuedoevaluations fail to provide valid assessment data to all audiences that have an 
interest in the evaluation. Such evaluations include public relations studies that seek to 
provide a favorable view of a program regardless of its actual merit or politically 
controlled studies that do not provide equal access to findings for all interested groups.  
 Questions/methods, improvement/accountability, and social/advocacy oriented 
approaches are more valid evaluation approaches in the sense that they seek to attain 
accurate information about the merit of a program and disseminate it to all interested 
parties (Stufflebeam, 2001). Questions/methods oriented approaches typically employ a 
set of well-defined research questions and/or methods to evaluate a program. When 
answering particular questions is the focus of the evaluation, the methods are secondary 
in that the appropriate method to address each question is chosen. Questions are often 
derived from the program’s objectives, accountability requirements from a funding 
agency, and/or an expert’s beliefs about what the evaluative criteria should be. Methods-
oriented approaches typically emphasize technical adequacy of the evaluation by 
choosing particular methods (e.g., controlled experimental procedures, program models, 
case study procedures) to evaluate components of a program. Stufflebeam asserts that 
questions/methods oriented approaches are quasi-evaluation studies in that they can 
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provide answers to important questions; however, the focus of the approaches is often too 
narrow to provide an overall view of a program’s merit or worth.   
  Improvement/accountability approaches, according to Stufflebeam (2001), 
consider the full range of questions and criteria required for assessing the merit of a 
program. Such approaches often examine the needs of program stakeholders and use 
them as the foundational criteria for determining merit. Evaluators employing these 
approaches also examine the technical and economic aspects of a program in conjunction 
will all relevant outcomes. Thus, these approaches emphasize improvement through data-
based decision-making, providing consumers with assessment of various programs and 
services, and assisting consumers to investigate the merits of competing programs.  
 Social agenda/advocacy approaches, the final category of approaches reviewed by 
Stufflebeam (2001), are used by evaluators to attempt to make a difference in society. 
Approaches in this category typically seek to ensure that all segments of society have 
equal access to opportunities and services. These approaches are often constructivist in 
orientation and employ qualitative methodology. Evaluators encourage the engagement 
of key stakeholders in obtaining and interpreting findings. Stufflebeam states that the 
social agendas of evaluators and involvement of key stakeholders in decision-making 
may make such approaches vulnerable to the biases of all involved; however, the 
principles of fairness and equity in terms of program goals and involvement of 
stakeholders in decision-making makes such approaches appealing in a democratic 
society. 
 The studies examining PS/RtI implementation reviewed above suggest that 
researchers typically relied on a combination of questions/methods and 
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improvement/accountability oriented approaches. The researchers examining the model 
often asked research questions investigating how implementing the PS/RtI model would 
impact students, educators, and the buildings that contain them (e.g., VanDerHeyden et 
al., 2007). These research questions were used to derive the methods employed to 
evaluate implementation of the model and its impact on a number of dependent variables. 
In many cases, the results were shared with key stakeholders to improve the quality of 
services provided in the schools (e.g., Callender, 2006; Noell et al., 2002), thereby 
introducing an improvement/accountability component to many of the evaluation models.  
The majority of the studies examined, however, focus on a fairly narrow set of 
independent and dependent variables. Because few comprehensive evaluations of the 
PS/RtI have been conducted, it is important for researchers interested in examining 
implementation to gain an understanding of the PS/RtI model and its intended impact on 
various levels of the school system. One way that program evaluators can accomplish the 
task of evaluating outcomes at the student, staff, and building levels is by developing 
logic models. According to McLaughlin and Jordan (1999), logic models are tools used 
by program evaluators to examine the hypothesized impact of a program across various 
levels of a system. By examining the outcomes targeted by a program in the context of 
inputs, processes, and outcomes, evaluators are able to display the relationship among 
myriad variables to aid in interpretation of program results. 
Inputs within a logic model are often divided into two categories, resources and 
characteristics (Boothroyd, 2005). In school settings, resources include the time, number 
and type of personnel, and funding available to support implementation of a program. 
Examinations of characteristics in school-based evaluations often involve investigations 
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of student demographics (e.g., race/ethnicity, gender, SES), previous knowledge and 
skills of school staff, and the organizational and financial structure of building(s). 
Processes are what occur after implementation of the program (Boothroyd, 2005). 
Processes include the content, frequency, and intensity of services delivered to students; 
the content, frequency, and intensity of training provided to school staff; and the 
organizational and structural changes made at a building level to support implementation 
of the program. Outputs are synonymous with the outcomes produced as a result of 
implementing the program (Boothroyd, 2005). Outputs are often organized by short-, 
intermediate-, and long-term goals to facilitate interpretation and increase the capacity of 
evaluators to use findings to help make formative changes to program implementation. 
Outcomes examined in educational evaluations typically include student academic and 
behavioral performance; changes in the beliefs, knowledge, and skills of educators; and 
systemic variables such as costs, disproportionality, and referrals and placements 
associated with special education services.  
Logic models also may include consideration of the goals/objectives of key 
stakeholders, external factors that impact the target organization, and contextual factors 
within the organization. Goals/objectives of schools can vary, but tend to revolve around 
facilitating the academic, behavioral, and/or socio-emotional success of their students. 
External factors include legislation, regulations, funding shifts, and demographic shifts of 
the surrounding neighborhoods. Examples of contextual factors are leadership, school 
climate, motivation for change, and key stakeholder buy-in. Because schools are complex 
social systems that operate within larger social systems (Curtis et al., 2008), 
understanding school goals/objectives, external pressures that shape those 
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goals/objectives, and the contextual variables that impact implementation of the 
innovation is important for capturing an accurate picture of an innovation and its impact 
on educational outcomes.  
Although Stufflebeam’s (2001) impetus on attaining a comprehensive picture of 
an innovation and its impact on key stakeholders is important, evaluators must make 
practical decisions regarding what variables to assess within their program evaluation 
model. In complex systems such as schools, a myriad of inputs, processes, outputs, 
contextual factors, and external factors contribute to the student and systemic outcomes 
of interest to educators. Once the outcomes of interest and the relevant variables that may 
contribute to those outcomes are identified, evaluators must make decisions about which 
variables to assess. These decisions are typically driven by two factors, parsimony and 
resources (Boothroyd, 2005).  
Evaluation models provide feedback to service providers, funding agencies, and 
consumers regarding the effectiveness of a program being implemented (Stufflebeam, 
2001). For the evaluation model to be useful, consumers of the evaluation should be able 
to use the formative and summative data collected to make decisions about how to 
proceed with service delivery. Funding agencies must make decisions regarding what 
projects or components of projects to continue funding. Stakeholders of the services must 
be able to make decisions regarding what services to advocate for or use. For these types 
of decisions to be made, the complexity of the evaluation model cannot exceed the 
evaluators and stakeholders’ ability to interpret and use the results. Therefore, evaluators 
should consider including variables in the evaluation model that they can assess reliably 
and that lead to a better understanding of the merit of the program. 
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Resources play an important role in determining what variables to assess within 
an evaluation model as well. The time, funding, and personnel available should all be 
considered when developing an evaluation model. Many funding agencies require that 
evaluations be completed within a specified time frame to ensure that the program 
continues to receive funding. In addition, the amount of money provided by the funding 
agencies or organization for the assessment materials, travel, and technology required to 
conduct a comprehensive evaluation vary tremendously. The number of personnel 
available to assist in data activities (e.g., collection, analysis) varies as well. Therefore, 
evaluators with more time and funding typically are more able to provide the personnel 
and materials required to conduct a comprehensive evaluation whereas those individuals 
with more limited resources will likely have to make decisions regarding which variables 
are the most important to assess.  
 Evaluations of PS/RtI implementation are affected by the need for parsimony and 
resources as well. Much of the literature on implementation of the PS/RtI model has 
focused on outputs (i.e., outcomes). Student achievement (i.e., reading and math 
performance), systemic (i.e., office discipline referrals, referrals for and placements in 
special education), and educator (i.e., knowledge, skills, beliefs, and satisfaction) 
outcomes have been the focus of both small- (e.g., grade- and school-level evaluations) 
and large-scale (e.g., district- and state-level evaluations) evaluations of the PS/RtI model 
(Batsche, Elliot, Schrag, et al. 2005; Burns, Appleton, & Stehouwer, 2005). Some studies 
have focused on the processes that occur when implementing PS/RtI practices such as the 
degree to which procedures were implemented (i.e., implementation integrity) as 
intended (Noell & Gansle, 2006). Inputs examination often has focused on the 
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demographics of students; however, a few evaluations have included information on 
teacher and community variables (see review of PS/RtI evaluations above). Interestingly, 
the published studies on PS/RtI implementation tend to focus on a fairly prescribed set of 
research questions. Although the results derived from addressing the research questions 
suggest that implementing the PS/RtI leads to improved outcomes, a more comprehensive 
evaluation that examines the relationships among inputs, processes, contextual, and 
external factors, and their impact on student and systemic outcomes would allow 
stakeholders to attain an understanding of the circumstances in which the model is likely 
to be successful. 
To provide a comprehensive picture of the circumstances that lead to improved 
student and systemic outcomes, variables in addition to those typically studied must be 
included in evaluations of the PS/RtI model. In addition to student demographics, inputs 
such as resources and organizational structures at the building, district, and state levels 
should be assessed to determine the characteristics and resources of stakeholders and 
organizations implementing the model as well as how they change over time. Processes 
assessed should include training and technical assistance provided along with 
implementation integrity. The inclusion of such variables in an evaluation model would 
allow researchers to not only determine the degree to which the model was implemented, 
but also what factors lead to higher levels of fidelity. Contextual factors (e.g., leadership, 
school climate, staff consensus) and external factors (e.g., federal legislation, state and 
district policies) also should be examined as research has demonstrated their importance 
in terms of facilitating systemic change in schools (Curtis, et al.  2008). Finally, the goals 
and objectives of the key stakeholders implementing the models should be examined. 
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Although the PS/RtI can be implemented to address academic and behavioral outcomes, 
schools implementing the model often choose to focus on specific content areas (e.g., 
reading). Thus, evaluation models that include the types of variables highlighted in this 
paragraph are more aligned with the criteria for comprehensiveness outlined by 
Stufflebeam (2001).  
Conclusions 
 Data on implementation of the PS/RtI model suggest positive results across a 
number of processes and outcomes. High levels of implementation integrity for 
components of the PS/RtI model (e.g. accurate administration of screening assessments, 
implementation of the majority of critical components of interventions) have been 
reported by investigators. Positive outcomes have been reported for educator (e.g., 
improvements in perceived knowledge and skills, high levels of satisfaction) student 
(e.g., increases in reading and math achievement) and systemic (e.g., decreases in the 
number of ODRs, decreases in referrals to and placements in special education) outcomes 
as well. However, the evaluations have varied in terms of the unit of analysis examined, 
the evaluation questions/methods used, and the comprehensiveness of the evaluations.  
 The findings described above suggest that more comprehensive evaluations of 
implementation of the PS/RtI model are needed. Additional evaluations are needed across 
classroom-, building-, district-, and state-level initiatives to implement the model. More 
detailed identification and analysis of inputs, processes, outputs, contextual factors, and 
external factors that impact implementation are necessary across these units of analysis to 
provide a more comprehensive picture of circumstances in which PS/RtI tends to be 
successful. Although parsimony and resources should play a role in evaluators’ decisions 
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regarding evaluating implementation of the PS/RtI model, the more relevant variables 
that are reliably assessed and interpreted, the more information that should be available 
for key stakeholders of the evaluation to use to inform decision-making.  
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Chapter III 
 
Method 
 
 A longitudinal, quasi-experimental research design was used to address the 
research questions proposed for this program evaluation study. This study proposed to 
formatively evaluate the impact of the first year of a 3-year statewide school reform 
initiative (the Florida PS/RtI Project). Data were collected on a number of input, process, 
and outcome variables from pilot schools implementing the model and matched 
comparison schools to evaluate the Project’s impact on important educational outcomes 
following the first year of implementation.  
Participants 
Pilot Schools. Eight districts and a total of 40 schools within those districts were 
selected to begin implementing the PS/RtI model during the 2007-08 school year. These 
districts and schools were selected through a competitive application process. All 67 
school districts in the state of Florida were encouraged to submit applications proposing 
up to six pilot schools to begin implementation of the PS/RtI model (See Appendix A for 
a copy of the application). The application was sent to district personnel in leadership 
positions (i.e., Superintendents, Associate Superintendents for Curriculum and 
Instruction, and Exceptional Student Education Directors) and three informational 
Bidders’ Conferences were held to provide a detailed overview of the requirements for 
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submitting the applications to the Project. Of the potential 67 applicants, 12 school 
districts applied (approximately 18% of Florida’s school districts).  
A minimum of two reviewers from the Florida PS/RtI Project Leadership Team 
independently evaluated each of the 12 submitted applications. Each application was 
scored using a standard evaluation rubric (See Appendix A for a copy of the rubric used). 
The rubric contained 11 items that assessed the extent to which the district’s proposal 
clearly articulated overall commitment to the Project, commitment of resources and 
personnel, inclusion of district and school-level data requested, and previous experience 
with other programs or initiatives. Decisions regarding the selection of districts were 
made based on two criteria, the average score received on the application from the two 
independent reviewers and the extent to which the districts were representative of other 
Florida school districts. District size, geographical location, and student demographic 
profiles were used as the primary indices of the degree to which districts were 
representative of other Florida school districts.  
The specific protocol used to select demonstration districts involved several steps. 
First, districts were grouped by size (i.e., the number of students in the district was used 
to organize districts into small, medium small, medium, large, and very large districts). 
Next, the average score received on the application was used to rank the 12 districts’ 
applications from highest to lowest within each size grouping. Then, a discussion 
regarding the extent to which the highest scoring district within each of the five groups 
would provide schools that were demographically and geographically representative of 
Florida schools occurred. The Project Leadership Team decided that the demographic 
profiles provided in the applications and the geographic location of the five districts 
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suggested that the top scoring districts within each size group would provide a 
representative sample. Finally, the next three highest scoring districts were selected to 
participate based on the resources that were available to fund and provide PS/RtI training 
and technical assistance. See Table 1 below for an overview of the size, location, and 
student demographics of the eight demonstration districts selected. 
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Table 1 
Size, Location, and Student Demographics of Selected Demonstration Districts 
District Size Location White Black Hispanic FRL ELL Disabilitya
District A 35,723 North 27,218 (76.2%) 4,364 (12.2%) 2,319 (6.5%) 8,916 (25.0%) 404 (1.1%) 7,490 (21.0%) 
District B 353,831 South 33,274 (9.4%) 95,075 (26.9%) 216,543 (61.2%) 208,795 (59.0%) 57,455 (16.2%) 71,531 (20.2%) 
District C 8,377 South 5,069 (60.5%) 828 (9.9%) 2,022 (24.1%) 3,014 (36.0%) 458 (5.5%) 1,773 (21.2%) 
District D 64,680 Central 49,512 (76.5%) 3,225 (5.0%) 8.067 (12.5%) 27,543 (42.6%) 2,235 (3.5%) 13,468 (20.8%) 
District E 110,006 Central 70,287 (63.9%) 20,292 (18.4%) 9,520 (8.7%) 44,530 (40 5%) 3,610 (3.3%) 23,042 (20.9%) 
District F 92,809 Central 49,207 (53.0%) 19,882 (21.4%) 19,520 (21.0%) 53,213 (57 3%) 7,103 (7.7%) 15,687 (16.9%) 
District G 26,971 North 22,425 (83.1%) 2,352 (8.7%) 1,070 (4.0%) 4,726 (17.5%) 143 (0.5%) 4,778 (17.7%) 
District H 6,699 North 5,677 (84.7%) 534 (8.0%) 287 (4.3%) 3,010 (44.9%) 140 (2.1%) 1,111 (16.6%) 
Note. Size is the number of students in the Pre-kindergarten through 12th grade population. Disability represents the number of students identified with disabilities age 6-21 (Florida Department of 
Education, 2008). Values in parentheses represent the percentage of the district population that the subgroup represents. 
a Values include students receiving gifted education services. 
ELL = English Language Learners; FRL = Free-Reduced Lunch. 
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The eight selected districts contain a total of 40 pilot schools. The number of pilot 
schools that participated within each of the eight districts ranged from three to seven. The 
selected schools varied within and across districts in terms of school size (i.e., the number 
of students in the school), student demographics, and student achievement. See Table 2 
for summary of descriptive data for the pilot schools from the 2007-08 school year.  
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Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics for Pilot and Comparison Schools for School Size, Student Demographics, and Student Achievement 
School Status # of Students % Caucasian % Black % Hispanic %Male %FRL %ELLs %SWDs Average FCAT Standard 
Score 
 Pilota 673.70 (232.19) 54.13 
 (26.98) 
23.98  
(24.30) 
14.90  
(11.01) 
52.02 (2.47) 53.34 
(24.44) 
11.50 
(13.04) 
16.19  
(5.81) 
Reading: 311.74 (18.51) 
Math: 327.91 (19.99) 
 Comparisonb 756.39 (212.85) 57.22  
(30.69) 
25.49  
(30.49) 
11.22  
(8.39) 
51.63 (3.32) 51.05 
(26.71) 
10.92 
(13.75) 
17.12  
(6.53) 
Reading: 313.78 (17.42) 
Math: 330.39 (18.31) 
 F-Value 2.53 
 
(d=-0.46) 
0.21 
 
(d=-0.11)  
.06 
 
(d=-0.06) 
2.47 
 
(d=0.37) 
0.33 
 
(d=0.13) 
0.14 
 
(d=0.09) 
0.03 
 
(d=-0.04) 
0.44 
 
(d=0.16) 
Reading: 0.23 (d=-0.11) 
 
Math: 0.30 (d=-0.13) 
 
Note. Data for size, student demographic, and student achievement variables represent the mean and standard deviation (in parentheses) for each variable.  
ELL= English Language Learner; FCAT = Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test; FRL = Free-Reduced Lunch; SWD = Students with Disabilities. 
a n= 40. 
b n= 33. 
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Comparison Schools. To provide a referent to evaluate implementation of a 
PS/RtI model against, districts were asked to propose a matched comparison school for 
each pilot school proposed in their applications. A total of 36 matched comparison 
schools were proposed by the eight selected districts. Following the selection of the 
demonstration districts, the Project Leadership Team examined each of the proposed pilot 
and matched comparison schools to determine the extent to which each set of schools 
were similar. Project Leadership Team members believed that statistical analyses to 
determine if significant differences existed were not appropriate at the time of the 
preliminary comparison because of concerns over the accuracy of data reported by the 
pilot districts in their applications (some discrepancies between data provided by districts 
in their applications and data available through the Florida Department of Education 
website were observed). Therefore, Project staff conducted a visual analysis of the 
differences between the sets of schools on a number of variables.  
 School philosophy, school size, student demographics, student achievement, and 
the presence of other state initiatives (i.e., Reading First, Positive Behavior Support, and 
Voluntary Pre-Kindergarten) were examined to determine the degree to which the 
comparison schools were appropriate matches for the pilot schools. School philosophy 
(e.g., standards based education versus Montessori) and the number of grade levels 
served were the primary foci of the visual analysis. Project staff decided that statistical 
analyses including the demographic and achievement variables would be conducted 
following collection of these data from district and state databases during Year 1 of the 
Project. Following the visual analysis, Project staff determined that three of the proposed 
36 comparison schools were not appropriate matches because of their status as specialty 
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schools (i.e., their philosophical orientation of educating students or the inclusion of high 
school grade levels made them different from the vast majority of elementary schools). 
Because of the small number of schools in two districts that proposed the three specialty 
schools, no additional comparison schools could be provided, resulting in a total of 33 
comparison schools for this study. Refer to Table 2 for summary descriptive data for the 
comparison schools.  
Upon receiving Year 1 demographic and achievement data on the participating 
schools from the Florida Department of Education Data Warehouse (described below in 
more detail), Project staff conducted inferential analyses to determine the extent to which 
the pilot and comparison schools were similar. A series of One-Way ANOVAs were 
conducted on a number of demographic and achievement variables to determine if 
significant differences between pilot and comparison schools existed. Specifically, 
Project staff compared pilot and comparison schools on size (i.e., the number of students 
in a school), racial/ethnic composition (i.e., the proportion of white, black, Hispanic, 
Asian, Native American, and Multi-Racial students attending a school were analyzed 
separately), gender (i.e., the proportion of male students attending a school), the 
proportion of students eligible for free or reduced lunch, the proportion of English 
Language Learners, the proportion of students with disabilities, and average FCAT 
performance (i.e., the average standard score for the reading and math subtests were 
examined separately). Each of these variables was examined in a separate One-Way 
ANOVA. Results of the ANOVAs indicated that no significant differences between pilot 
and comparison schools existed for any of the aforementioned variables (all p-values 
exceeded .05).  
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Because of concerns regarding limits to the statistical power available to detect 
differences between the 40 pilot and 33 comparison schools, Project staff calculated 
Cohen’s (1988) d for each demographic and outcome comparison. Cohen’s d provides an 
index of the size of any discrepancies between groups by dividing the difference between 
the group means by the pooled standard deviation. Effect sizes between .2 and .5 are 
considered small. Effect sizes between .5 and .8 are considered medium. Effect sizes of .8 
or above are considered large. When Cohen’s d was calculated for each of the 
comparisons outlined above, only two small effects of -.46 for school size and .37 for the 
proportion of Hispanic students were found. All other estimates ranged from -.13 to .16. 
These findings provide additional evidence that pilot and comparison schools appeared to 
be comparable across a number of demographic and achievement variables during Year 1 
of the Project. The small effect sizes observed for school size and the proportion of 
Hispanic students attending the schools suggests that differences on these variables may 
have been detected if more power were available. See Table 2 for the results of the 
ANOVAs and the effect sizes for each variable used to compare pilot and comparison 
schools.  
Project Description 
Florida’s PS/RtI Project represents a collaborative effort between the Florida 
Department of Education and the University of South Florida intended to facilitate the 
implementation of PS/RtI practices in the state’s public schools. The Project created two 
initiatives to accomplish this goal, one focusing on a small number of demonstration sites 
and the other component focusing on statewide training. The statewide training 
component of the Project is intended to provide school-based teams with the knowledge 
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and skills needed to implement the PS/RtI model. The training modules developed for the 
project focus on data-based decision-making practices that improve student outcomes in 
the general education and special education environments. Districts send school-based 
teams to participate in the training. Participation in the training is voluntary, and technical 
assistance and follow-up by Project staff is limited, as is data collection to evaluate the 
impact of statewide training.  
The demonstration site component of the Project, on the other hand, is intended to 
provide a comprehensive evaluation of the impact of implementing a PS/RtI model on 
districts, buildings, educators, and students. Funding, training, technical assistance, and 
follow-up support are being provided to demonstration districts and pilot schools for a 
period of 3 years to facilitate implementation of the model. Initially, the Project is 
focusing on elementary schools. Pilot schools are able to choose to implement PS/RtI 
practices and procedures for reading, math, and/or behavior. Matched comparison 
schools are being used as a referent against which the impact of the Project is being 
evaluated. The comparison schools have been asked to delay school-wide implementation 
of PS/RtI practices until the conclusion of the 3-year project. However, federal and state 
legislation and regulations recently enacted require that all schools begin implementing 
practices associated with a PS/RtI model when considering eligibility for students 
suspected of having a disability (e.g., Florida Administrative Code, 2009; IDEIA, 2004). 
Importantly, Project staff are expected to provide no professional development or 
technical support to comparison schools attempting implementation of a PS/RtI model. 
Implementation of the PS/RtI model across the demonstration districts and pilot 
schools is overseen by the Project’s Leadership Team. The Leadership Team is composed 
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of two Project Directors, the Project Leader, three Regional Coordinators in charge of 
training and technical assistance, and two Project Evaluators. Members of this team are 
responsible for Project planning, administrative duties, and providing training, technical 
assistance, and support to demonstration sites to facilitate implementation and evaluation 
of PS/RtI practices. District Leadership Teams, SBLTs, and district-based PS/RtI 
Coaches are the primary focus of professional development provided by the three 
Regional Coordinators and Project staff in the identified pilot schools. The Project 
Evaluators provide ongoing assistance to the aforementioned demonstration site 
personnel to facilitate data collection for the Project’s evaluation model (see Appendices 
B and C for the Project’s Implementation Plan and Evaluation Model Summary Rubric 
respectively). 
In addition to the professional development and support received from Project 
staff, each demonstration district is receiving funding for one full-time PS/RtI Coach for 
every three pilot schools. The PS/RtI Coaches are employees of the participating school 
districts, but are supported by funding provided by the Project (i.e., $50,000 per coach). 
The coaches have received training and will continue to receive training by Project staff 
on PS/RtI practices and strategies for facilitating implementation of the model in schools. 
Each coach is responsible for data collection and for providing supplemental training, 
technical assistance, and follow-up support to the District Leadership Teams and SBLTs 
at the demonstration sites. Coaches also may provide training on PS/RtI practices and 
procedures to school staff in each of the buildings for which they are responsible. 
Coaches work directly with the Project’s Regional Coordinators and Evaluators to 
facilitate the implementation and evaluation of PS/RtI practices. 
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Measures 
 
 System-wide applications of the PS/RtI model have only recently been attempted 
in schools. As such, empirically validated measures of the PS/RtI process are not 
available in the literature. Therefore, Project staff identified existing district and state 
initiatives from the available research and scholarly presentations to collect and examine 
existing instruments. The instruments collected from other initiatives were used, in part, 
as the basis for creating instruments for the Florida PS/RtI Project. 
 In addition to collecting instruments from other state initiatives, Project staff 
examined the literature on facilitating systems change and implementing the PS/RtI 
model to determine what variables to assess. Curtis et al. (2008) discussed several key 
principles for facilitating systems change in schools. Key stakeholder consensus 
regarding the change process, the use of needs assessments to identify strengths and 
weaknesses, the use of a structured planning and problem-solving process, and evaluating 
progress toward identified goals were identified by the authors as key components of 
facilitating systems change. Implementation integrity was identified by other authors as a 
critical component to consider for PS/RtI implementation (Noell & Gansle, 2006). Based 
on this review and items found on other instruments, Project staff began creating a 
number of instruments. The instruments described below are those that were administered 
and collected for use during the first year of the Project. 
To address consensus issues (e.g., beliefs, perceived needs), two surveys were 
developed that examine (1) what participants believe about student learning and service 
delivery and (2) educators’ perceived skills with PS/RtI practices. Because these 
measures examined educators’ beliefs and perceived skills associated with the model, 
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each of the measures was reviewed by an Educator Expert Validation Panel (EEVP) 
composed of educators from a neighboring school district with exposure to PS/RtI 
practices. Project staff discussed categories of educators who would be likely to be 
involved in implementation of the PS/RtI model and attempted to create a representative 
sample for the panel. After identifying the number and types of educators that would 
comprise the panel, a district level contact provided the names and contact information 
for individuals who fit the descriptions provided.  
Validation panel forms for the two surveys were sent to five general education 
teachers, two special education teachers, three school administrators, two school 
psychologists, two guidance counselors, two social workers, one reading specialist, one 
behavior specialist, three district administrators, and three program supervisors for a total 
of 24 sets of surveys disseminated. Panel members were charged with providing feedback 
on the content and clarity of each item on the survey as well as providing suggestions for 
adding or subtracting items (See Appendix D for blank copies of the validation forms 
filled out by panel members). For returning completed validation panel forms for all the 
surveys mailed, panel members were paid a $100 stipend by the Project. One general 
education teacher, two special education teachers, one school administrator, two school 
psychologists, two guidance counselors, two social workers, three district administrators, 
and one program supervisor returned completed validation forms (for a total of 14 
validation forms). Following completion of the validation panel process, Project staff 
reviewed the feedback from the EEVP members and made revisions to the surveys. 
Revisions to the surveys based on EEVP feedback were made using a structured 
process. Descriptive statistics were run on each survey to determine the proportion of 
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respondents who agreed that the content of a given item was relevant and that the item 
was written clearly (i.e., selected that the item was good; See Appendix D). Project staff 
considered 80% agreement (i.e., 80% of panel members selected good when reviewing a 
given item) the criterion for retaining an item as it was written. When agreement from the 
panel members was below 80%, Project staff reviewed and discussed feedback from the 
respondents who disagreed with the item as it was currently written (i.e., selected one of 
the four responses that indicated that some change was needed in terms of how the item 
was written; see Appendix D). Discussions on the feedback from panel members for the 
reviewed items occurred until Project staff reached consensus regarding how to proceed 
with revising the item. Criteria used to determine whether suggestions should be 
incorporated into revisions included the extent to which recommended changes would 
improve the clarity of the item, change the intended meaning of the item, allow educators 
from other school districts to understand the item (i.e., terms suggested needed to be 
common to most school districts), and was accurate when feedback was provided about 
grammar. Following any changes that were made, the suggested changes provided by 
EEVP members were compared to the revised item to determine if the disagreements had 
been resolved. Any members whose disagreements that had been resolved were added to 
the members who initially agreed to calculate the percentage of agreements with an item 
following revisions.  
Feedback from the EEVP on the Beliefs Survey suggested that some revisions to 
items were necessary. Prior to any revisions, 80% or more of EEVP members agreed with 
55% (i.e., 11 out of 20) of the proposed items as they were currently written. The percent 
of EEVP members who agreed with the other 9 items as they were written typically 
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approximated 80% but did not meet the criterion. For each of these 9 items, the 
respondents’ (who disagreed with the item) suggestions for revisions provided on the 
Beliefs Survey – Item Content and Clarification Rating Form (see Appendix D) were 
examined and discussed in terms of the criteria outlined above. Using the criteria, Project 
staff revised five of the items to reflect feedback provided by EEVP members. Following 
these revisions and a determination of whether disagreements had been resolved, 80% of 
EEVP members agreed with three more items to result in 70% agreement with items (i.e., 
14 out of 20 items) as they were written. The other two item revisions resulted in 77% 
and 79% member agreement thus approximating the 80% criterion. Four items that did 
not meet the initial 80% criterion were not revised due to disagreements with the EEVP 
members’ rationale for requesting changes. Feedback for two of these items indicated 
that revisions were necessary because the item was grammatically incorrect. Project staff 
decided not to make revisions to these items after reviewing the initial versions because 
the items met common grammatical standards (e.g., some EEVP members indicated that 
“data were” did not meet subject-verb agreement criteria although “data were” is 
technically accurate in terms of subject-verb agreement). The other two items were not 
revised because Project staff agreed that the changes requested would have introduced 
terminology not commonly used by the majority of school districts in the State of Florida. 
Feedback from EEVP members for the Perceptions of RtI Skills Survey suggested 
that major revisions to the survey did not need to occur. A minimum of 80% of members 
agreed with the item as it was initially written for 100% of the items. Although the 
criterion for keeping an item as written was met for all items, Project staff reviewed any 
feedback provided by respondents to determine if the suggestions would improve the 
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clarity of the items. Minor wording changes were made to clarify items or make the 
wording more succinct, but no substantive changes occurred from this discussion. 
Two instruments were developed to provide data on the ongoing needs of pilot 
schools and the extent to which PS/RtI procedures were being implemented with integrity 
during Year 1 of the Project. As was previously mentioned, Project staff reviewed the 
literature on PS/RtI model implementation integrity to help generate items for the 
instruments. Attempts were made to set up a PS/RtI Expert Validation Panel to review 
the Project’s integrity instruments and provide feedback on their content validity. 
National experts who have written and presented about implementing PS/RtI practices 
were contacted and six agreed to participate. Although the six experts were sent the 
instruments and forms on which to provide feedback, no validation panel forms were 
returned. Thus, content validity for the implementation integrity measures used in this 
study was derived from the literature base (e.g., Batsche, Elliott, Graden, et al., 2005; 
Bergan & Kratochwill). What follows is a description of the measures developed by 
Project staff that were used as part of this study. 
Beliefs Survey. The Beliefs Survey contained items that assess educator beliefs 
about student learning and service delivery. More specifically, the measure was 
developed by Project staff to assess educators’ service delivery philosophy and their 
beliefs regarding assessment practices, core instruction, intervention, and special 
education eligibility determination. To determine educator beliefs, the following 5-point 
Likert-type scale was used (See Appendix E for a copy of the Beliefs Survey): 
1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree 
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3 = Neutral 
4 = Agree 
5 = Strongly Agree. 
Content validity was examined through the EEVP discussed above. Reliability was 
examined by analyzing the internal consistency of items on the survey at two time points. 
Surveys administered to pilot and comparison school educators in the Fall of 2007 and 
Spring of 2008 were analyzed separately to derive Cronbach alpha estimates. Internal 
consistency analyses resulted in Cronbach alpha coefficients of .76 and .78 for the Fall 
and Spring respectively.  
Perceptions of RtI Skills Survey. The Perceptions of RtI Skills Survey contains 
items that assessed educator perceptions of the extent to which they possess skills 
necessary in a PS/RtI model. Project staff developed the measure to assess educators’ 
perceived skills in data-based decision-making, tiered service delivery, the problem-
solving process, data collection procedures, technology use, and special education 
eligibility determination. Each of the items within these domains measured educators’ 
perceptions of their skills using the following 5-point Likert-type scale (See Appendix E 
for a copy of the Perceptions of RtI Skills Survey): 
1 = I do not have this skill at all (NS) 
2 = I have minimal skills in this area; need substantial support to use it (MnS) 
3 = I have this skill, but still need some support to use it (SS) 
4 = I can use this skill with little support (HS) 
5 = I am highly skilled in this area and could teach others this skill (VHS). 
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Content validity was examined through the EEVP process discussed above. Reliability 
was examined by analyzing the internal consistency of items on the survey at two time 
points. Surveys administered to pilot and comparison school educators in the Fall of 2007 
and Spring of 2008 were analyzed separately to derive Cronbach alpha estimates. 
Separate Cronbach alphas were derived for items assessing skills related to academic 
issues and items assessing skills related to behavior issues. Internal consistency analyses 
resulted in Cronbach alpha coefficients of  .98 for both the Fall of 2007 and Spring of 
2008 for items assessing skills related to academic issues. Cronbach alphas of .97 were 
derived for both the Fall of 2007 and Spring of 2008 for items assessing skills related to 
behavior issues.  
Self-Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation. The Self-Assessment of 
Problem Solving Implementation (SAPSI) was a needs assessment and progress 
monitoring tool designed to inform implementation of a PS/RtI model. The SAPSI 
contained items that require educators to report the extent to which their school had 
reached consensus regarding implementing a PS/RtI model, had the infrastructure in 
place to implement the model, and had begun actual implementation of PS/RtI practices. 
The following 4-point Likert-type scale was used to complete each item (See Appendix E 
for a copy of this measure): 
N (0)= Not Started 
I (1) = In Progress 
A (2) = Achieved 
M (3) = Maintaining. 
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Content validity was examined by a comparison of the measure to a pre-existing needs 
assessment used as part of a state PS/RtI initiative in Illinois. The SAPSI used as part of 
Florida’s PS/RtI Project was adapted from the version used in Illinois’ statewide project 
(See Appendix E for a copy of the Illinois version of the SAPSI). Reliability was 
examined by analyzing the internal consistency of items on the survey at two time points. 
Surveys administered to pilot and comparison school educators in the Fall of 2007 and 
Spring of 2008 were analyzed separately to derive Cronbach alpha estimates. Internal 
consistency analyses resulted in Cronbach alpha coefficients of .96 and .94 for the Fall 
and Spring respectively.  
PS/RtI Direct Skill Assessments. Analogue assessments of critical PS/RtI skills 
were used to assess participants’ skill development. Project staff created a series of case 
studies that target critical PS/RtI skills within the domains of Problem Identification, 
Problem Analysis, Intervention Development and Implementation, and Program 
Evaluation/RtI. The skills assessed on each case study aligned with the content of each 
primary training session. Some assessments were individually administered to 
participants while some were completed in groups by SBLTs. Because the group 
administered skill assessments were added during the middle of Year 1 and were not 
administered at all trainings, only the individually administered skill assessments were 
examined during this study. Participant performance on each case study was scored using 
a standard rubric that utilized a Likert-type scale for each item (See Appendix E for an 
example of an individually administered skill assessment and the standard rubric). The 
content and range of the scales varied across skill assessments as a function of the skill 
being assessed. Content validity was examined through a review of the literature on steps 
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of the PS/RtI process (e.g., Batsche, Elliott, Graden, et al., 2005; Bergan & Kratochwill, 
1990). Reliability was examined by analyzing the internal consistency of items on each 
skill assessment administered. Each skill assessment administered to SBLT members was 
analyzed separately to derive Cronbach alpha estimates. Internal consistency analyses 
resulted in Cronbach alpha coefficients ranging from .39 to .67.  
Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist. The Tier I and II Critical 
Components Checklist contained items that assessed the extent to which critical PS/RtI 
steps were present when educators evaluated core and/or supplemental instruction. 
Project PS/RtI Coaches examined permanent products from meetings targeting Tier I and 
II instruction and assessed the degree to which critical components were present using a 
standard rubric. Each item was assessed using the following 3-point Likert-type scale 
(See Appendix E for a copy of the instrument and the standard scoring rubric): 
0 = Absent 
1 = Partially Present 
2 = Present. 
The standard rubric included specific criteria for scoring each item using the scale 
provided. Content validity was examined by comparing the items on the checklists to the 
steps of the PS/RtI discussed in the literature (e.g., Batsche, Elliott, Graden, et al., 2005; 
Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990). Reliability was examined by analyzing the internal 
consistency of items on the checklists at three time points. Checklists completed by 
PS/RtI Coaches for the Fall of 2007, Winter of 2008, and Spring of 2008 were analyzed 
separately to derive Cronbach alpha estimates. Internal consistency analyses resulted in 
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Cronbach alpha coefficients of .90, .91, and .90 for the Fall, Winter, and Spring 
respectively.  
Procedures 
Personnel Orientation and Training. During the summer of 2007, Project staff 
held three regional Administrators’ Orientation meetings for the demonstration district 
and pilot school administrators. In each region, members of the District Leadership 
Teams and the principals at the pilot schools attended one of the regional meetings. 
Project staff provided an overview of the Project, information intended to be used by 
principals to begin preparing pilot schools for implementation of the model at the 
beginning of the school year, and timelines for upcoming meetings and trainings. 
Participants at the meetings also were provided an opportunity for input into the 
scheduling of future activities and to ask clarification questions regarding Project 
requirements. 
PS/RtI Coaches hired by the districts participated in a 5-day training facilitated by 
Project staff in July of 2007. The training consisted of an overview of the Project, 
legislative and policy issues driving implementation of the PS/RtI model, how to use 
systems change principles to increase the probability of successful implementation, 
effective coaching practices, procedures for collecting Project evaluation data, and the 
steps of the PS/RtI model. The content provided was intended to allow coaches to begin 
facilitating implementation of the model during Year 1 of the Project. Three of the 15 
coaches were unable to attend the 5-day training in July. These coaches attended three 
and one-half days of training in the middle of August 2007. This training contained the 
same information as the 5-day session, but the time allotted for activities and questions 
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was shortened because of the small number of coaches participating. More information 
on the content of the training is available at floridarti.usf.edu. 
Baseline Data Collection. Three years of baseline data were collected from pilot 
and comparison schools. Student (i.e., race/ethnicity, gender, free-reduced lunch status, 
ELL status, and disability status) and staff (i.e., number of educators by position in full-
time equivalents) demographic data were collected for the 2004-05, 2005-06, and 2006-
07 school years. Student achievement data on third through fifth graders as measured by 
the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test - Sunshine State Standards (FCAT SSS) 
were collected during these same years as well. All data were collected at the person level 
(e.g., student, educator). Data at the person level allowed for manipulations at the grade, 
building, and district levels when necessary. These data were collected from the Florida 
Department of Education’s Data Warehouse. All Florida school districts were required to 
submit the above data throughout the baseline years to the FL DOE electronically. These 
data were then provided to Project staff for all pilot and comparison schools in remotely 
submitted data files. 
Three years of baseline data also were collected on the extent to which the pilot 
and comparison schools implemented PS/RtI practices prior to initiation of the Project. 
PS/RtI coaches reviewed records (e.g., meeting notes, data reports and displays) to 
determine the degree to which permanent products suggested that PS/RtI practices 
occurred at the Tier I and II levels. The Project Evaluators, district data contacts, and 
PS/RtI Coaches determined what records existed in the districts and schools. Once viable 
records were located, the PS/RtI Coaches completed the Tier I and II Critical 
Components Checklists to determine the degree to which PS/RtI practices occurred across 
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the tiers. Upon completion of the protocols, the coaches mailed the instruments to Project 
staff to be entered into a Project database.  
Demonstration Site Training and Technical Assistance – Year 1. Project staff 
were responsible for providing primary training to the pilot schools. Specifically, three 
Regional Coordinators with assistance from the Project Leader were responsible for 
providing PS/RtI training to the SBLTs as well as the PS/RtI Coaches. The primary 
trainings followed an established training format (i.e., a 2-1-1-1 format, with 2 days of 
training provided early in the fall, 1 day provided later in the fall, 1 day provided in the 
winter, and 1 day provided in the spring). Content covered during the primary trainings in 
Year 1 included an overview of the PS/RtI model, legislative and policy issues driving 
implementation of the model, facilitating systems change, the four step problem solving 
process, and improving Tier I assessment and instruction. More information on the 
content of the SBLT trainings is available at floridarti.usf.edu. 
 PS/RtI Coaches in the demonstration districts provided some additional PS/RtI 
training. The frequency and content of trainings as well as the target audience varied by 
school. Trainings that were provided tended to include an overview of the PS/RtI model, 
and legislative and policy issues driving implementation. Some PS/RtI Coaches also 
reported providing skill training on the PS/RtI process, assessment practices and 
procedures, intervention practices and procedures, and using databases to organize and 
display data for decision-making. These trainings were provided to SBLT members, 
school staff, or a combination of the two groups. Factors such as the goals and objectives 
of the individual schools and districts, and needs assessment and outcome data were used 
to determine the individual targets of training at the building level. From December 2007 
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to May 2008, PS/RtI Coaches reported participating in the provision of 244 training 
sessions. Data on coaching activities from August through November of Year 1 were not 
available because the remote data collection system used to log coach activities was not 
functional until December 2007.  
Technical assistance to participants was provided at various levels. The Regional 
Coordinators were responsible for providing technical assistance to the PS/RtI Coaches. 
The content and focus of these meetings varied according to the particular needs of the 
coaches and the schools and districts they served. Data on the beliefs and skills of the 
coaches collected at coaches’ trainings and coaching process evaluations were be used to 
determine coaching needs. Needs assessment and outcome data from the coaches’ 
schools were used to help determine the needs of districts and schools. Finally, two 
Project technical assistance meetings in which all 15 coaches participated to discuss 
issues and receive additional training and/or technical assistance were facilitated by the 
three Regional Coordinators, Project Leader, and Project Evaluators. Regional 
Coordinators and one of the Project Evaluators provided 1-day technical assistance 
sessions by region of the state in late October through early November 2007. The purpose 
of this session was to provide coaches additional training on data collection procedures 
and support addressing implementation issues in the pilot schools. Project staff also 
provided a 2-day session in March of 2008 for all coaches to problem solve issues 
occurring in the pilot schools and receive additional training on Project data collection.  
 PS/RtI Coaches provided technical assistance to the SBLTs and school staff. 
Technical assistance at each of the schools was driven by a number of variables. Coaches 
were encouraged to use data from a variety of needs (i.e., SAPSI), student (e.g., FCAT), 
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and systemic (e.g., ODRs) assessments to determine on which skills educators may need 
additional support to master. Discussions that occurred during SBLT meetings, Problem-
Solving Team meetings, consultations with educators, and informal discussions with 
school staff also were likely sources of information on which skills required technical 
assistance from coaches. From December 2007 to May 2008, coaches reported 933 
technical assistance sessions with demonstration site personnel. Data on coach technical 
assistance activities from August through November of Year 1 were not available 
because the remote log system used for coaches to record their activities was not 
functional until December 2007. 
Year 1 Data Collection. Data to address the research questions for this program 
evaluation study were collected by multiple individuals from multiple sources. The 
individual responsible for collecting a given data element, the source from which it was 
derived, and the frequency with which it was collected varied. Instruments designed to 
measure the impact of the trainings on participants’ beliefs and perceptions of skills (i.e., 
the Beliefs Survey and Perception of RtI Skills Survey) were administered at a number of 
venues (e.g., SBLT trainings, staff trainings, staff meetings) on scantron forms. Each 
instrument was administered at the beginning and end of the school year to provide 
longitudinal data on the impact of the trainings. The Regional Coordinators and PS/RtI 
Coaches were trained to provide directions to respondents and to answer questions that 
may arise during administration. Trainings occurred via conference calls by region of the 
state for the Regional Coordinators and PS/RtI Coaches. These conference calls ranged 
from 30 minutes to 1 hour in duration. In addition, PS/RtI Coaches received guidance on 
preferred administration venues (i.e., staff meetings and grade level meetings were 
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preferred administration venues that should have been used prior to putting surveys in 
mail boxes). Graduate Assistants trained by Project staff were responsible for uploading 
each completed survey via scantron software into a database created by the Project. 
Because the Project used these data to inform formative decision-making, Graduate 
Assistants performed inter-rater agreement checks on a regular basis. Ten percent of 
randomly selected surveys scanned were checked by a Graduate Assistant who did not 
scan the set of surveys being rated. Inter-rater agreement estimates were calculated each 
time data entry accuracy was examined. When inter-rater agreement estimates were 
below 90%, the Graduate Assistants rechecked all the data entered via scanning and 
corrected entry mistakes. Throughout Year 1, only one inter-rater agreement estimate 
below 90% was derived (i.e., 85% agreement on the items entered from 85 of the over 
1700 Beliefs Surveys entered). Graduate Assistants reviewed the data entered for this set 
of surveys and corrected all discrepancies. The remainder of the estimates derived 
exceeded .90 with the majority of estimates exceeding .98. 
Direct skill assessments were administered by Regional Coordinators at the SBLT 
trainings only during Year 1. Regional Coordinators were expected to administer the 
measures and answer clarification questions that arose during administration but not to 
provide any technical assistance to respondents. Scoring and data entry for the instrument 
were completed by Graduate Assistants. Graduate Assistants were trained to score each 
instrument using a standard rubric and enter scores into a Project database. Trainings 
provided by one of the Project Evaluators for each set of skill assessments administered 
(i.e., skill assessments administered at a given day of training) approximated 2 hours in 
duration and followed a similar format. First, the Project Evaluator reviewed the content 
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and format of the skill assessment(s) and the scoring rubric(s). Next, the Project 
Evaluator modeled scoring of the items on a completed skill assessment(s) using the 
scoring rubric. Following each item, Graduate Assistants were provided the opportunity 
to ask questions or get clarification on how to score the item. After scoring of the skill 
assessment was modeled, the Project Evaluator and Graduate Assistants scored each item 
on a different completed protocol together while discussing any questions or 
clarifications needed. Finally, Graduate Assistants scored a third completed protocol 
independently and calculated inter-rater agreement estimates. A criterion of 80% 
agreement was necessary before Graduate Assistants were allowed to begin scoring the 
skill assessments. Any discrepancies in scoring noted following inter-rater agreement 
procedures during the training were discussed until consensus was reached on how to 
score the item on future protocols. All inter-rater agreement estimates calculated at 
trainings throughout the year equaled or exceeded .80.  
 Inter-rater agreement estimates for item scoring were conducted on 
approximately 15% of the skill assessments completed by SBLT members during Year 1. 
Because Project staff used the data from skill assessments to formatively inform decision-
making, Graduate Assistants conducted inter-rater agreement procedures on an ongoing 
basis. For each skill assessment used, 15% of the protocols (randomly selected) were 
independently scored by two Graduate Assistants using the standard rubric. The 
proportion of agreements across items on the skill assessments was calculated to 
determine inter-rater agreement estimates. The target level of agreement was .80 for 
scoring of the instruments. Throughout Year 1, only one inter-rater agreement estimate 
was below .80 (i.e., an estimate of .72 proportion of agreements for items on 21 of the 
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approximately 270 protocols scored for the Day 5 skill assessment administered). 
Graduate Assistants discussed the discrepancies in scoring that occurred and reported 
achieving consensus regarding scoring those items on future assessments. Changes were 
not made to the data entered into the Project database because consensus was reached that 
the primary scorer’s decisions were accurate given the scoring rubric criteria (i.e., the 
primary scorer’s protocol was used to enter scores into the database). All other estimates 
exceeded .80 on the Day 5 skill assessment as well as the other skill assessments 
administered. The majority of estimates across the year exceeded .90.  
Graduate Assistants also checked the data entered from the skill assessments for 
data entry accuracy. The proportion of agreements was used to estimate inter-rater 
agreement for data entry. The target level for inter-rater agreement was 90% for data 
entry. When inter-rater agreement estimates were below the 90% criterion for entry, all 
scores were rechecked and any scores entered incorrectly were changed. Only one 
estimate was below .90 (i.e., a .85 inter-rater agreement estimate for items on 41 of the 
280 protocols entered for one of the Day 4 skill assessments). All data for the applicable 
skill assessments were rechecked and discrepancies corrected. All other estimates 
exceeded .90 across the skill assessments used with the majority of estimates 
approximating 100% agreement. See Appendix F for a summary of each instrument that 
was administered to measure the impact of trainings, who was responsible for data 
collection and entry, and approximate timelines for administration.  
 The FL DOE was responsible for facilitating the collection of student 
demographic and achievement data, and staff data. Protocols explaining the type of data 
and categories requested by the Project were provided to a contact at the FL DOE. The 
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FL DOE contact pulled the data from their centralized database and provided the data to 
the Project at the individual student and educator levels. These data were collected from 
school districts through a standardized electronic survey system. Data files provided for 
baseline years had been reviewed and discrepancies addressed through the standardized 
electronic survey process. The data file provided to the Project for the 2007-08 school 
year was the preliminary file used by the FL DOE before the data could be reviewed and 
discrepancies addressed through the aforementioned standardized process. The final file 
for the 2007-08 school year will not be available until August 2009 necessitating the use 
of the temporary file in the analyses used in this study. See Appendix F for additional 
information on the collection and entry of school-level student and staff demographic 
data.  
PS/RtI Coaches were responsible for collecting data derived from needs 
assessment and implementation integrity measures (i.e., the SAPSI and Tiers I and II 
Critical Components Checklist). Trainings on SAPSI administration procedures occurred 
regionally through approximately 90-minute conference calls. One of the Project 
Evaluators reviewed administration procedures and what each item on the SAPSI 
assessed. PS/RtI Coaches asked questions and for clarification on items at each training 
as well. The SAPSI was completed by PS/RtI Coaches in conjunction with the SBLTs at 
the pilot schools at the beginning and end of the school year. Following completion of the 
SAPSI, PS/RtI Coaches mailed one completed protocol to Project staff and Graduate 
Assistants entered the data into a Project database. The criterion for inter-rater agreement 
for data entry was .90 for the SAPSI. Graduate Assistants conducted ongoing inter-rater 
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agreement checks on sets of surveys entered. All estimates calculated during Year 1 
exceeded .90 with the majority indicating 100% agreement. 
The Tiers I and II Critical Components Checklist was completed by the PS/RtI 
Coaches throughout Year 1 of the Project. Each checklist was completed three times per 
year for each content area and grade level targeted by the pilot school to provide 
longitudinal data on PS/RtI implementation integrity. For each measure, coaches 
provided a score on each item using the standard scoring rubric. Training on the Tiers I & 
II Critical Components Checklists was provided by one of the Project Evaluator across 
two sessions. The Project Evaluator provided training on administration, scoring, and 
inter-rater agreement procedures for the instrument. In addition, PS/RtI Coaches were 
provided with opportunities to practice completing the instrument. PS/RtI Coaches 
examined two examples of permanent products (e.g, data review meeting notes, data 
printouts and graphs) and completed the checklists during the first session. Following the 
completion of the checklist for each example, the Project Evaluator provided feedback to 
the coaches on their responses. Finally, the Project Evaluator discussed the inter-rater 
agreement procedures for each instrument, provided an opportunity to practice 
calculating inter-rater agreement estimates using the protocols they completed 
independently, and addressed questions asked by the coaches.  
During the second training session, PS/RtI Coaches were asked to bring 
documentation from their schools. Tiers I & II Critical Components Checklist procedures 
were reviewed and PS/RtI Coaches then scored two sets of examples independently in 
dyads. Inter-rater agreement estimates were calculated for both sets of permanent 
products. Inter-rater agreement estimates for the first set of permanent products for the 8 
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dyads ranged from .44 to 1.0 with five of the eight estimates exceeding .80. PS/RtI 
Coaches discussed differences in scoring with their dyad partner first followed by a group 
discussion of items on which differences occurred. The goal of these discussions was to 
achieve consensus regarding how to score items on which discrepancies occurred during 
subsequent completion of the checklists. Inter-rater agreement estimates calculated for 
the second set of permanent products from the coaches’ districts ranged from .75 to 1.0 
with all but one of the estimates exceeding .80.  
On-site technical assistance provided by the Project Evaluator followed the two 
training sessions. The Project Evaluator traveled to each PS/RtI Coaches’ district to 
provide the coaches with additional practice and feedback on completing the checklists 
with actual permanent products from their schools. Each coach received approximately 2-
4 hours of on-site technical assistance on completing the checklists during Year 1. In 
total, approximately 10-15 hours of training and technical assistance was provided to 
PS/RtI Coaches to facilitate accurate completion of the Tier I and II Critical Components 
Checklists. 
Inter-rater agreement estimates for the scoring of items were calculated for 
randomly selected schools (i.e., one pilot and one comparison school per coach) during 
the second data collection window during each baseline and implementation year. To 
complete inter-rater agreement estimates, the PS/RtI Coach contacted another PS/RtI 
Coach or his/her Regional Coordinator to complete the checklists using the same 
permanent products. The target level for inter-rater agreement estimates was .80 for all 
checklists. When this criterion was not met, the two individuals completing the 
assessments were asked to discuss the items for which differences occurred and reach 
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consensus regarding how to score the items on future checklists. At the time analyses 
were conducted, 22 of the 29 randomly selected schools had inter-rater agreement forms 
completed. The overall level of inter-rater agreement across the four years for these 22 
schools exceeded .80. 
Project Graduate Assistants calculated inter-rater agreement estimates for data 
entry. Graduate Assistants randomly selected 20% of the protocols and rechecked the 
data entered for those protocols. The target level for data entry was 90% agreement. 
Inter-rater agreement checks were conducted as data were entered. All estimates 
exceeded .95 with the majority of estimates approximating 100% agreement.  
Data Analysis  
Descriptive and inferential analyses were conducted to address each research 
question. Research question one examined the relationship between PS/RtI training and 
technical assistance and the beliefs and perceived skills of educators. Research question 
two investigated the actual skills demonstrated by educators. Research question three 
examined the relationship between PS/RtI training and technical assistance and 
implementation integrity at the school level. For each question, means and standard 
deviations were calculated for continuous variables to facilitate data interpretation. 
Frequency data were used to provide descriptive information on all categorical variables. 
Multi-level modeling was the inferential analysis used to address each research 
question. Multi-level modeling allows researchers to analyze nested data by examining 
the relationship between variables at multiple levels and the dependent variable(s) of 
interest. Models are built hierarchically, with variables entered at higher levels used to 
indirectly predict outcomes at the lower levels of the model. The levels examined can 
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range from multiple observations within individuals (i.e., time) to macro variables (e.g., 
societal/political variables). Variables entered into regression equations across multiple 
levels improve the capability of researchers to consider context variables that impact real 
world outcomes. In addition, multi-level models provide researchers with the opportunity 
to examine fixed or random effects for intercepts and slopes whereas many traditional 
regression models force effects that may vary across units to be fixed. The number of 
levels, predictors entered across the levels, and decisions regarding whether to allow 
intercepts and slopes to vary across units are typically based on theory and the 
availability of data (Luke, 2004). 
Research question one was examined using a separate three level model for each 
dependent measure. Dependent measures used to address educators’ beliefs and 
perceived skills were the Beliefs Survey and the Perceptions of RtI Skills Survey. Three 
separate models were conducted to predict the educators’ (1) beliefs, and their 
perceptions of their (2) Response to Intervention – Academic (RTI-A) and (3) Response 
to Intervention – Behavior (RTI-B) skills. For each model, the average item score (i.e., 
the values of each educator’s responses were added together and divided by the total 
number of items) was entered for the surveys. Time (i.e., beginning versus end of Year 1) 
was the unit of analysis for Level 1 of the multilevel models. In other words, for each 
survey administered across the year, the educators’ average item scores were entered into 
the regression model. Thus, a given administration of a measure was used to predict an 
individual’s average item score. No additional predictors were entered at Level 1.  
Educator variables were examined at Level 2 of the models. Position (e.g., 
teacher, administrator), years of experience, highest degree earned, and status as an SBLT 
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member comprised the variables entered for each educator. These data were derived from 
the demographic information collected from the Beliefs Survey. Each position was 
dummy coded as a 0 or 1 in the database. Zeros indicated that an educator did not hold 
that job title, while a 1 indicated that the educator held that position. Years of experience 
was treated as ordinal data on the survey (i.e., educators were asked to select which range 
of years their experience was within). Thus, years of experience was treated as ordinal 
level data in the models. The first possible range of experience (i.e., Less than 1 year) 
was coded as zero in the model. Each successive range of experience was provided a 
value of 1 higher than the previous range until all possible responses had been assigned a 
value. The highest degree earned for educators were treated as ordinal level data in the 
models as well. Bachelors, Masters, Specialist, and Doctorate degrees were entered as 0, 
1, 2, and 3 respectively. Finally, membership on a SBLT was dummy coded as well. 
Values of 0 indicated non-membership on a SBLT. Conversely, values of 1 indicated 
membership on a SBLT.  
Level 3 of the multilevel models included school variables. School size, staff size, 
student demographics, school status (i.e., status as a pilot or comparison school), district 
membership (school affiliation with a particular district), SBLT attendance at the Project 
trainings, the number and duration (i.e., hours) of coach provided trainings and technical 
assistance sessions received by the school, and baseline FCAT achievement levels were 
entered into the final level. School size, staff size, student demographics (i.e., the 
proportion of Caucasians, African Americans, Hispanics, Asians, Native Americans, 
multi-racial students, males, students on free-reduced lunch, students identified as ELLs, 
and students identified with disabilities were entered into the model as separate 
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variables), the average proportion of days SBLT members attended the 5 days of training, 
the number and duration of coach provided training and technical assistance sessions 
received by the school, and FCAT achievement levels were entered as continuous 
variables. School status and district membership were entered as dummy coded 
categorical variables. School status values of 0 indicated that educators worked in 
comparison schools while values of 1 indicated that educators worked in pilot schools. 
Each of the eight districts were entered as separate dummy coded variables. Zeros 
indicated that a school did not belong to a given district. Conversely, values of 1 
indicated that the school resided within the district.  
In addition to the main effects examined at Levels 2 and 3, interactions between 
each of the predictors and time were entered into the model. These potential interaction 
effects were examined to determine if changes in any of the educator or school variables 
across time significantly predicted responses on the dependent measures. Decisions rules 
regarding allowing intercepts and slopes to vary are described below in the Results 
section. Appendix G contains the full statistical models (i.e., the models for each 
dependent measure when all variables are entered at Levels 1, 2, and 3) that were 
examined using Statistical Analysis Software – Version 9.2 (SAS v. 9.2).  
 Research question two addressed the relationship between PS/RtI training and 
technical assistance and SBLT educators’ demonstrated skills. A three level model was 
used to address this research question. The individually administered skill assessments 
completed by SBLT members across trainings were used as the dependent variable for 
this analysis. The percent of points possible for each respondent was entered for the skill 
assessment scores. Time, educator variables, and school variables comprised levels 1, 2, 
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and 3 respectively. Application of skills over time was examined at Level 1. Position, 
years of experience, and highest degree earned were entered into the multilevel model at 
Level 2 to predict educator skills. School size and demographics, staff size, the 
proportion of SBLT members present at the trainings, and district membership were 
entered as Level 3 predictors. All educator and school level variables were entered in the 
same manner as described above for research question one.  Decision rules regarding 
allowing intercepts and slopes to vary are described below in the Results section. 
Appendix G contains the full statistical model that was examined using SAS v. 9.2.  
Research question three addressed implementation integrity at the school level. 
To examine implementation integrity at the building level, two separate 2-level models 
were conducted. The SAPSI and the Tiers I & II Critical Components Checklist were 
entered as the dependent variables in these models. For each model, implementation 
integrity across time (i.e., administration of the instrument) was examined at Level 1.  
Level 2 of the models examined school level variables as predictors of 
implementation integrity. School size (i.e., the number of students); staff size; student 
demographics; the proportion of SBLT members who attended trainings; the number of 
and duration of training and technical assistance sessions provided by PS/RtI Coaches; 
average FCAT performance from previous years, and district membership were entered 
as Level 2 predictors for the SAPSI. All school level variables were entered in the same 
manner as described for research questions one and two.  
For the model that included the Tiers I & II Critical Components Checklist as the 
dependent measure, status as a pilot or comparison school and baseline implementation 
level were included as Level 2 predictors in addition to the variables listed above for the 
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SAPSI. School status was entered as a dummy coded variable consistent with research 
question one. Baseline implementation level was entered as the average item score 
received on the Tiers I and II Critical Components Checklist across baseline years and 
windows. In addition to including these two variables, PS/RtI Coach provided training 
and technical assistance sessions were entered differently. Both the number and duration 
of training and technical assistance sessions were entered by window (i.e., 
administration) rather than across the year.  
Consistent with the previous research questions, interactions between each 
predictor and time were entered into both models. Decision rules regarding allowing 
intercepts and slopes to vary are described below in the Results section. Appendix G 
includes the full statistical models examined using SAS v. 9.2.  
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Chapter IV: Results 
 Three types of analyses were conducted to answer all research questions 
investigated during this study. First, the data used to address the research question were 
examined to determine the degree to which assumptions of multilevel models procedures 
were met. Next, descriptive statistics were calculated for all data elements. Finally, 
multilevel models were used to examine the extent to which PS/RtI outcomes could be 
predicted by factors within and across the participating schools (e.g., time, educators, 
schools). 
Statistical assumptions of multilevel models examined were the degree to which 
the data were (1) normally distributed, (2) randomly distributed when data were missing, 
and (3) nested. Skewness and kurtosis values were calculated and examined for all 
dependent measures as well as predictors entered into the multilevel models. These 
statistics were used to investigate the degree to which the data met the normality 
assumption. Values close to zero indicated relatively normally distributed data while 
values further away from zero indicated non-normally distributed data. Although the 
degree to which the data were normally distributed is discussed below for each model 
examined, multilevel models procedures are relatively robust to violations of this 
assumption (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). 
Correlations between present and missing data were calculated to examine the 
assumption of randomly distributed missing data. For all variables included in the 
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analyses, present data received values of 1 while missing data received values of 0.  
Correlations were calculated within levels of the school system (i.e., educator variables 
were included in one set of correlations and school variables were included in a separate 
set of correlations). Significant correlations within or across data sources indicated 
related missing data clusters. Conversely, non-significant correlations indicated random 
missing data. Because multilevel models procedures are less robust to violations of this 
assumption (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002), analyses discussed below that include non-
randomly distributed missing data must be interpreted with caution. 
The degree to which the data were nested was examined by calculating Intra-
Class Correlations (ICCs). ICCs provided an estimate of the extent of shared variance 
across levels of the model. ICCs were calculated by dividing the amount of shared 
variance that could be explained by the amount of total explained variance in outcomes. 
Given the assumption of multilevel models analyses that data are nested (Raudenbush & 
Bryk, 2002), higher ICCs indicated that multilevel models procedures were appropriate to 
use.  
In addition to examining the aforementioned multi-level model assumptions, the 
assumption of normality of residual variances also was examined. For each multi-level 
model, two visual analyses were conducted to investigate the extent to which residual 
variances were distributed normally. First, a scatterplot of the predicted residuals was 
analyzed. Second, a stem and leaf plot was analyzed to determine the extent to which the 
residual variances across schools were normally distributed. The results of these analyses 
for each model are reported in Appendix H. 
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Prior to conducting multilevel models analyses, descriptive statistics were derived 
for the dependent and predictor variables. Means and standard deviations, and frequency 
counts were calculated for continuous and categorical variables respectively. These 
descriptive analyses were further disaggregated by (1) pilot versus comparison schools 
and (2) SBLT members versus staff for any dependent measures for which these data 
were available. Disaggregated data were included for these groups when available 
because of the differences in the frequency and intensity of PS/RtI training received by 
pilot schools, particularly SBLT members.  
Finally, multilevel models were conducted for each research question. Separate 
models were examined for research questions that included multiple dependent measures 
(i.e., one model was examined for each dependent measure used to address the research 
question).  For each dependent measure examined, the model with time as a Level 1 
predictor was examined first to determine if the outcome assessed significantly changed 
throughout the school year. Then, the variables included across other levels in the 
multilevel models were added to determine what factors predicted outcomes. Both main 
effects (i.e., intercepts of the predictors) and interaction terms (i.e., slopes of the 
predictors) were included in the models to determine what factors significantly predicted 
the outcome examined.  
Each model examined required decisions to be made regarding the extent to 
which intercepts and slopes would be allowed to vary. The researcher hypothesized that 
intercepts and slopes across the predictors included in all analyses would likely vary 
across levels (i.e., educators and schools). Therefore, all models were first examined with 
an unstructured covariance matrix that allowed intercepts and slopes to vary freely. 
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However, none of the models examined were able to converge with fully unstructured 
covariance matrices necessitating a more restricted approach. To facilitate convergence 
of each model, the following steps were used to determine the extent to which intercepts 
and slopes would be allowed to vary: 
1) First, a Variance Components matrix was used that allowed intercepts and 
slopes to vary but forced covariances to be zero. 
2) If the model would not converge using a Variance Components matrix, 
intercepts were allowed to vary while slopes remained fixed.  
3) If the model still did not converge, both intercepts and slopes remained 
fixed. 
Using this decision tree, all models examined in this study converged. Continuous and 
categorical predictors were grand mean and zero centered respectively to facilitate 
interpretation of the estimates produced by the multilevel models that converged. Alpha 
was set at .05 for all models. 
Research Question 1 
 
 Research question 1 examined the relationship between PS/RtI training and 
technical assistance and the beliefs and perceived skills of educators. Surveys assessing 
the beliefs of educators regarding student learning and organization of service delivery as 
well as their perceived skills with PS/RtI practices were administered at the beginning 
and end of the school year. Both surveys were completed by educators in pilot and 
comparison schools. The surveys were administered separately to SBLT members 
receiving direct training from the Project and other instructional staff in the pilot schools 
to examine differences across these two groups. Using these two surveys, three models 
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were examined to address research question 1. Specifically, the dependent variable for 
each model was: 
1) The overall beliefs of educators regarding student learning and how services 
should be delivered as measured by the average item score on the Beliefs Survey,  
2) The educators’ perception of their skills applying PS/RtI practices to academic 
issues as measured by the average response on items that assess academically 
relevant skills on the Perception of RtI Skills Survey, and  
3) The educators’ perception of their skills applying PS/RtI practices to behavior 
issues as measured by the average response on items that assess behaviorally 
relevant skills on the Perception of RtI Skills Survey.   
Educators’ Beliefs About Student Learning and Service Delivery 
 Assumptions. Assumptions of multilevel models procedures were examined 
before conducting any inferential analyses. The normality assumption was examined for 
the beliefs data, and the Level 2 and 3 predictors to be entered into the model. Skewness 
and kurtosis values for the average item beliefs score of educators were -.22 and 1.34 
respectively indicating a relatively normal distribution. Skewness values for level 2 and 3 
predictors ranged from -.91 to 5.6 with the majority of estimates less than 2. Kurtosis 
values for these predictors ranged from -1.62 to 29.35. These two statistics indicated 
variability in the distribution of the data for Level 2 and 3 predictors; however, it should 
be noted that the majority of values exceeding 2 were associated with categorical 
variables (e.g., district membership). Although the variability in the distribution of data 
for these predictors should be noted, the large sample size in this study suggests that the 
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multilevel model procedures should be robust to this violation (Raudenbush & Bryk, 
2002).  
 The assumption that missing data were randomly distributed was examined next 
using the procedures described previously. Significant correlations as high as .99 (p<.01) 
among items on one administration of the Beliefs Survey were found. Although still 
significant, lower correlations (approximating -.10, p<.01) among items across 
administrations of the Beliefs Survey were found These findings indicate that missing 
data at the educator level were related resulting in a violation of the randomly distributed 
missing data assumption. Given that multilevel models are sensitive to violations of this 
assumption, findings from the multilevel models procedures discussed below should be 
interpreted with caution (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). All data were present at the school 
level indicating that the assumption of random missing data was met for Level 3 
variables. 
 Finally, the assumption that the data were nested was examined by calculating the 
ICC from the unconditional beliefs model. The ICC estimate derived was .49 indicating a 
nested data structure. Therefore, the multilevel models assumption of a nested data 
structure was met suggesting that multilevel models procedures were appropriate for this 
model. 
 Descriptive Data. Educators’ average beliefs were derived by calculating the 
average rating across items on the Beliefs Survey. These average beliefs scores were 
calculated at the beginning and end of the year to determine what changes occurred in the 
educators’ reported beliefs. Average belief scores also were calculated for educators in 
pilot versus comparison schools as well as SBLT members versus staff. These educator 
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pairings were examined to investigate what changes occurred in beliefs for groups with 
differential exposure to PS/RtI training and technical assistance. 
 Table 3a includes average beliefs item score data for the aforementioned groups. 
The beliefs of all educators included in the study increased from the beginning 
(Mean=3.57; SD =.34) to the end (Mean=3.62, SD=.34) of the school year. The beliefs of 
educators in pilot and comparison schools as well as educators who were SBLT members 
and staff also increased across time. However, the average level of beliefs at the 
beginning of the year as well as the amount of change in scores observed at the end of the 
year differed by group.  
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Table 3a 
Beliefs Multi-Level Model Data  Beliefs Survey Descriptive Data from Beginning and End of Year Administrations for Total 
Sample, Pilot versus Comparison Schools, and SBLT Members versus All Other Staff Members 
Level 1 Variables na Mean (SD) Skewness Kurtosis
Average Beliefs Item Score 4830 (68) 3.60 (0.34) -0.24 1.13 
  Beginning of Year 2401 (62) 3.57 (0.34) -0.35 1.19 
  End of Year 2429 (68) 3.62 (0.34) -0.14 1.03 
Average Beliefs Item Score: Pilot versus Comparison Schools     
  Pilot Schools 3127 (40) 3.63 (0.34) -0.15 1.06 
    Beginning of Year 1603 (40) 3.60 (0.33) -0.21 0.85 
    End of Year 1524 (40) 3.67 (0.34) -0.12 1.28 
  Comparison Schools 1703 (28) 3.54 (0.34) -0.42 1.19 
    Beginning of Year 798 (22) 3.52 (0.35) -0.55 1.57 
    End of Year 905 (28) 3.55 (0.32) -0.26 0.63 
Average Beliefs Item Score: Pilot School SBLT versus Staffb   - - 
  SBLT 544 (40) 3.85 (0.34) -0.16 -0.09 
    Beginning of Year 283 (40) 3.76 (0.32) -0.18 -0.05 
    End of Year 261 (40) 3.95 (0.33) -0.28 0.02 
  Staff 4286 (68) 3.57 (0.32) -0.37 1.38 
    Beginning of Year 2118 (62) 3.55 (0.33) -0.39 1.38 
    End of Year 2168 (62) 3.58 (0.31) -0.33 1.34 
Note. a Number in parentheses represents the number of schools from which educators responded.  
b Staff includes members from pilot and comparison schools. 
SBLT = School-Based Leadership Team. 
 
Pilot school educators (Mean=3.60, SD=.33) started with a higher level of average 
beliefs than their comparison school counterparts (Mean=3.52, SD=.35). Although both 
groups increased, pilot school educators average beliefs at the end of the year 
(Mean=3.67, SD=.34) increased more than educators in comparison schools (Mean=3.55, 
SD=.32). A similar pattern emerged for SBLT members versus other instructional staff. 
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SBLT members indicated higher average beliefs (Mean=3.76, SD=.32) at the beginning 
of the year than their staff counterparts (Mean=3.55, SD=.33). Across the year, SBLT 
members average beliefs (Mean=3.95, SD=.33) increased more than educators who were 
not a member of a SBLT receiving training form the Project (Mean=3.58, SD=.31).  
Descriptive data also were examined for the Level 2 and 3 variables to be entered 
into the model predicting educators’ beliefs. Level 2 predictors (i.e., educator level 
predictors) included position, years of experience, the highest degree earned, and SBLT 
membership. The number and percent of educators by each of these groups was 
calculated at the beginning and end of the year due to differences in individuals 
completing the surveys. Educators from 62 and 68 of the 73 participating schools 
completed the survey at the beginning and end of the year respectively. All schools at 
which surveys were not administered at either or both time points were comparison 
schools in two of the eight districts. District policies and leadership commitment to 
Project requirements were the primary two reasons for delays in administering surveys. 
Table 3b includes data for all educator level predictors at the beginning and end of the 
school year. 
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Table 3b 
Beliefs Multi-Level Model Data  Level 2 Predictor Frequencies by Time  
Level 2 Predictors Frequencies (%)a Skewness Kurtosis
 Beginning of Yearb End of Yearb   
Position - - - - 
  General Education Teacher 1683 (70.10) 1714 (70.56) -0.89       -1.21 
  Special Education Teacher 297 (12.37) 321 (13.22) 2.23        2.97 
  Administrator 75 (3.12) 66 ( 2.72) 5.60       29.35 
  Student Support Services 91 (3.79) 97 (3.99) 4.77       20.78 
  Other 221 (9.20) 215  (8.85) 2.86        6.20 
Years of Experience - - 0.23       -1.19 
  Less than 1 year 128 (5.37) 105 (4.34) - - 
  1-4 years 478 (20.06) 483 (19.98) - - 
  5-9 years 507 (21.28) 486 (20.11) - - 
  10-14 years 375 (15.74) 364 (15.06) - - 
  15-19 years 270 (11.33) 273 (11.29) - - 
  20-24 271 (11.37) 313 (12.95) - - 
  25 or more years 354 (14.86) 393 (16.26) - - 
Highest Degree Earned - - 1.20        1.58 
  Bachelor of Arts/Bachelor of Science 1437 (61.81) 1441 ( 60.50) - - 
  Master of Arts/Master of Science 824 ( 35.44) 857 (35.98) - - 
  Educational Specialist 49 (2.11) 66 (2.77) - - 
  Doctor of Philosophy/Doctor of Education 15 (0.65) 18  (0.76) - - 
School Based Leadership Team Member Status - - 2.45        4.01 
  School Based Leadership Team Member 283 (11.79) 261 (10.75) - - 
  Non-School Based Leadership Team Member 2118 (88.21) 2168 (89.25) - - 
Note. a Percent of educators in the corresponding category is included in parentheses. 
b  Educators from 62 and 68 schools completed the Beliefs Survey at the beginning and end of the year respectively. 
 
General education teachers comprised the majority of educators completing the 
surveys (approximately 70% of respondents at the beginning and end of the school year). 
Special education teachers, administrators, student support service personnel, and 
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individuals with other positions comprised the remaining 30% of respondents. The years 
of experience among these educators was relatively normally distributed with experience 
ranging from less than 1 year to over 25 years. The majority of respondents’ highest 
degrees were at the bachelors or masters level. Approximately 60% and 35% of 
respondents had bachelors and masters degrees respectively. Finally, slightly more than 
10% of the educators sampled were members of a SBLT. The remaining 90% of 
respondents were non-SBLT members at pilot and comparison schools. 
 Level 3 predictor (i.e., school level variables) descriptive statistics were 
calculated differentially for continuous versus categorical variables. Table 3c includes the 
means and standard deviations of continuous school level variables at the observation 
level (i.e., means and standard deviations take into account the number of educators 
responding from each school). Table 3d includes frequency data for categorical school 
level variables at the observation level. Overall, the data indicate variability in the school 
level variables (e.g., school demographics, staff size, district membership) associated 
with the educators from the 68 schools who completed Beliefs Surveys.  
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Table 3c 
Beliefs Multi-Level Model Data  Level 3 Continuous Predictors Descriptive Statistics  
Level 3 Predictors Mean (SD)a na  Skewnessb Kurtosisb
School Demographics     
  School Size 752.86 (241.14) 4835 0.72 0.42 
  Staff Size 55.49 (16.89) 4835 0.57 0.14 
  Proportion White Students 0.56 (0.28) 4835 0.77 -0.55 
  Proportion Black Students 0.24 (0.26) 4835 1.38 0.81 
  Proportion Hispanic Students 0.13 (0.10) 4835 1.45 1.46 
  Proportion Asian Students 0.03 (0.03) 4835 1.74 3.09 
  Proportion Native Students 0.00 (0.00) 4835 1.87 4.82 
  Proportion Multiracial Students 0.04 (0.02) 4835 0.31 -0.68 
  Proportion Male 0.52 (0.03) 4835 -0.91 
 
3.35 
  Proportion Free-Reduced Lunch 0.51 (0.25) 4835 -0.16 -1.14 
  Proportion English Language Learners 0.11 (0.13) 4835 1.75 2.60 
  Proportion Students with Disabilities 0.16 (0.06) 4835 0.37 0.33 
Average % SBLT Members Days Presentc 0.85 (0.11) 1524 0.86 -1.19 
Coaching Variables     
  Number Coach Trainingsc 5.85 (5.44) 1524 2.58 6.02 
  Coach Training Hoursc 20.64 (16.40) 1524 2.33 5.59 
  Number Coach Technical Assistance Sessionsc 23.62 (14.92) 1524 1.90 2.68 
  Coach Technical Assistance Session Hoursc 57.07 (33.32) 1524 1.72 1.96 
Average FCAT Score from Baseline Years 315.89 (19.48) 4760 0.20 -0.50 
Note. a n represents the number of observations with data associated with the corresponding variable.  
b Skewness and kurtosis values calculated from data across time points. 
c Means, SDs, and ns based on pilot school data entered at Time 2. All Time 1 and comparison values equal 0. 
FCAT=Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test; SBLT = School Based Leadership Team. 
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Table 3d 
Beliefs Multi-Level Model Data  Level 3 Categorical Predictors Descriptive Data  
Level 3 Predictors Frequencies (%)a Skewness Kurtosis 
School Status - -0.61     -1.62 
  Pilot School 3127 (64.67) - - 
  Comparison School 1708 (35.33) - - 
District Membership - - - 
  District A 483 (9.99) 2.67        5.13 
  District B 745 (15.41) 1.92        1.68 
  District C 510 (10.55) 2.57        4.60 
  District D 626 (12.95) 2.21        2.88 
  District E 827 (17.10) 1.75        1.06 
  District F 429 (8.87) 2.89        6.38 
  District G 823 (17.02) 1.76        1.08 
  District H 392 (8.11) 3.07        7.43 
Note. a Percent of observations in corresponding category is included in parentheses. 
 
Educator Beliefs Multilevel Model Results. A 3-Level multilevel model was 
examined to determine what factors predicted educator beliefs regarding student learning 
and how resources should be organized. The average item score on the Beliefs Survey 
was entered as the dependent variable in the analysis. Time (i.e., beginning versus end of 
the year belief scores) was entered as the Level 1 predictor of educator beliefs. Time was 
zero centered to facilitate interpretation of the results. 
Level 2 predictors included educator variables. Each educator’s position, years of 
experience, highest degree earned, and whether s/he was a member of a SBLT was 
entered into the model. Each educator’s position was entered as a series of dummy coded 
variables. General education teacher, special education teacher, administrator (i.e., 
principal or assistant principal), student support service personnel (i.e., school 
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psychologist, guidance counselor, or social worker), or other position received a value of 
1 when the respondent indicated s/he held that position. All non-selected positions 
received a value of zero for each educator. Years of experience and highest degree earned 
were entered as ordinal variables with higher values assigned to each successive step 
indicated on the Beliefs Survey. For example, bachelors, masters, educational specialist, 
and doctorates were coded 0, 1, 2, and 3 respectively in the data set. Finally, SBLT 
membership was dummy coded with values of 1 representing membership and values of 
zero representing non-membership. The interactions between each educator level 
predictor and time were also entered into the model. 
Level 3 predictors included school level variables. School demographics (e.g., 
size, racial composition by group, poverty levels), staff size, pilot versus comparison 
school status, district membership, previous student performance, and the amount of 
coaching received were predictors entered at Level 3. School demographic variables 
entered into the model were the number of students attending the school and proportion 
of students from various demographic groups attending the school. Specifically, the 
proportion of white, black, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, Native American, 
multiracial, male, and English Language Learner students, as well as the proportion of 
students with disabilities and students eligible for free or reduced lunch were entered as 
separate, continuous variables. The number of staff, the average FCAT score of students 
in the school from the three previous school years (or however many years the school had 
been open if less than 3 years), the number of trainings and technical assistance sessions 
provided by coaches, and the total number of hours dedicated to trainings and technical 
assistance sessions provided by coaches also were entered as continuous variables. 
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Importantly, data on coach trainings and technical assistance sessions represent activities 
from December through the end of the school year because data were not available for 
August-November due to technical problems with the data system used to collect those 
data.  Finally, pilot school status and district membership were entered as a series of 
dummy coded variables. Values of 1 represented membership in a pilot school or a 
particular district (i.e., District A, District B, District C, District D, District E, District F, 
District G, or District H). Values of 0 represented non-membership. Interactions between 
each school level variable and time also were entered into the model. Using the steps 
discussed above to find a model that would converge, intercepts were allowed to vary 
while slopes remained fixed.  
 Prior to running the full 3 Level model, time was entered as a Level 1 predictor to 
determine if increases in the reported beliefs of educators noted in the descriptive 
analyses were statistically significant. Time, when entered into the model without any 
Level 2 or 3 predictors, was a significant predictor of beliefs (Estimate=0.06, t=8.15, 
p=<.01). These findings indicated that educator beliefs increased from the beginning to 
the end of the school year. When Level 2 and 3 predictors were added into the model 
predicting educator beliefs, however, time was no longer a significant predictor 
(Estimate=0.21, t=1.64, p=.10) after controlling for the other variables in the model. 
Although the main effect of time was no longer a significant predictor, significant 
interaction effects between time and some Level 2 and 3 predictors occurred. The 
significant interaction effects described below suggest that changes in beliefs across time 
differed depending on the values of other variables. 
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 Several Level 2 variables significantly contributed to the model predicting beliefs. 
Educator level variables that significantly contributed to the model were years of 
experience (Estimate=-.01, t=-3.76, p<.01), highest degree earned (Estimate=0.03, 
t=2.35, p=.02), membership on a SBLT (Estimate=0.14, t=5.66, p<.01), and a position as 
an administrator (Estimate=0.30, t=3.90, p<.01) or special education teacher 
(Estimate=0.14, t=1.99, p=.05). These results indicated that having more years of 
experience in education was associated with slightly lower beliefs while having earned a 
higher degree was associated with slightly higher levels of belief while controlling for 
other predictors. Membership on a SBLT and being an administrator or special education 
teacher also were predictors of higher levels of beliefs when other predictors were 
controlled. No other position significantly predicted belief levels.  
When the interactions between time and each of the Level 2 predictors were 
examined, only the interactions between being a member of a SBLT and time 
(Estimate=0.14, t=4.65, p<.01) and holding a position as an administrator and time 
(Estimate=-0.27, t=-2.12, p=.03) were significant. While controlling for other predictors, 
membership on a SBLT predicted increasing beliefs from the beginning to the end of the 
year. Thus, the interaction between time and membership on a SBLT contributed to the 
higher levels of beliefs for SBLT members predicted by the main effect. Conversely, 
holding a position as an administrator predicted decreasing beliefs from the beginning to 
the end of the year. Although holding a position as an administrator predicted higher 
levels of beliefs, the data suggest that administrator beliefs decreased across the year. 
Level 3 variables entered into the model produced significant predictors of an 
educator’s beliefs. Significant school level predictors of belief levels were working in a 
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pilot school (Estimate=0.07, t=2.79, p<.01), and the interactions between the proportion 
of male students (Estimate=-0.78, t=-1.97, p=.05), the number of technical assistance 
sessions provided by coaches (Estimate=0.04, t=2.12, p=.03), and the hours of technical 
assistance provided by coaches (Estimate=-0.02, t=-2.65, p=.01) and time. These results 
indicated that working in a pilot school predicted higher levels of beliefs while 
controlling for other predictors. When the interaction between school level variables and 
time was examined, higher proportions of male students and more hours of technical 
assistance provided to a school predicted decreasing beliefs across the school year while 
controlling for other predictors. Conversely, higher numbers of technical assistance 
sessions provided to a school predicted increasing beliefs across the year. No other main 
or interaction effects significantly contributed to predictions of beliefs. See Table 3e 
below for data on the degree to which each predictor entered into the 3 level model 
contributed to educator beliefs. 
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Table 3e 
Beliefs Multi-Level Model Data  3 Level Multi-Level Model Predicting Educator Beliefs 
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
Level 1     
  Beliefs Intercept 3.44      0.08       40.85*     <.01 
  Time (Slope) 0.15        0.13     1.13      .25 
Level 2     
  Intercepts     
    General Education Teacher 0.07        0.07 1.11     .27 
    Special Education Teacher 0.14        0.07   1.99*      .05 
    Administrator 0.30        0.08 3.90*      <.01 
    Student Support Services Personnel 0.08        0.08    1.05      .29 
    Other Position 0.10        0.07     1.35      0.18 
    Years of Experience -0.01        0.00     -3.76*     <.01 
    Highest Degree Earned 0.03        0.01     2.35*      .02 
    School-Based Leadership Team Membership 0.14        0.02     5.66*      <.01 
  Slopes     
    General Education Teacher*Time -0.20        0.12     -1.69      .09 
    Special Education Teacher*Time -0.22        0.12 -1.82      .07 
    Administrator*Time -0.27        0.13     -2.12* .03 
    Student Support Services Personnel*Time -0.15        0.13     -1.15      .25 
    Other Position*Time -0.16        0.12     -1.34      .18 
    Years of Experience*Time 0.01        0.00     1.31      .19 
    Highest Degree Earned*Time -0.01        0.02     -0.66      .51 
    School-Based Leadership Team Membership*Time 0.14        0.03  4.65*      <.01 
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Table 3e continued  
Beliefs Multi-Level Model Data  3 Level Multi-Level Model Predicting Educator Beliefs 
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
Level 3     
  Intercepts     
    School Size -0.00 0.00 -0.97 .33 
    Staff Size 0.01 0.02 0.29 .78 
    Proportion White Students Attending School -1.08 0.92 -1.17 .24 
    Proportion Black Students Attending School -1.04 0.96 -1.08 .28 
    Proportion Hispanic Students Attending School -1.14 0.97 -1.18 .24 
    Proportion Asian Students Attending School -0.89 1.17 -0.77 .44 
    Proportion Native American Students Attending School 0.08 4.62 0.02 .99 
    Proportion Multiracial Students Attending School 0 . . . 
    Proportion Male Students Attending School 0.06 0.44 0.13 .90 
    Proportion Students Eligible for Free-Reduced Lunch  0.07 0.12 0.55 .58 
    Proportion English Language Learner Students  0.20 0.15 1.35 .18 
    Proportion Students with Disabilities Attending School -0.45 0.34 -1.33 .18 
    Pilot School Membership 0.07 0.03 2.79* <.01 
    District A Membership -0.01 0.07 -0.09 .93 
    District B Membership 0.07 0.11 0.64 .52 
    District C Membership -0.04 0.07 -0.57 .57 
    District D Membership -0.06 0.06 -1.07 .28 
    District E Membership -0.07 0.07 -1.00 .32 
    District F Membership -0.00 0.06 -0.01 .99 
    District G Membership 0.08 0.05 1.67 .09 
    District H Membership 0 . . . 
    Average FCAT Baseline Years Score 0.01 0.01 0.78 .44 
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Table 3e continued 
Beliefs Multi-Level Model Data  3 Level Multi-Level Model Predicting Educator Beliefs 
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
  Slopes     
    School Size*Time -0.00        0.00     -0.32      .75 
    Staff Size*Time 0.03        0.02     1.85      .06 
    Proportion White Students Attending School*Time 0.87        0.84     1.04      .30 
    Proportion Black Students Attending School*Time 0.94        0.89     1.06      .29 
    Proportion Hispanic Students Attending School*Time 1.05        0.91     1.16      .25 
    Proportion Asian Students Attending School*Time 0.73        1.07     0.68      .49 
    Proportion Native American Students Attending School*Time 4.32        3.92     1.10      .27 
    Proportion Multiracial Students Attending School*Time 0 . . . 
    Proportion Male Students Attending School*Time -0.78        0.39 -1.97*     .05 
    Proportion Students on Free-Reduced Lunch Attending School*Time 0.13        0.10     1.21      .23 
    Proportion English Language Learner Students Attending School*Time -0.25      0.14       -1.85     .06 
    Proportion Students with Disabilities Attending School*Time 0.21        0.29     0.74      .46 
    Pilot School Membership*Time 0.18        0.11     1.60      .11 
    District A Membership*Time 0.04      0.06       0.80      .43 
    District B Membership*Time -0.02        0.09     -0.17      .87 
    District C Membership*Time 0.07      0.07       0.98      .33 
    District D Membership*Time 0.13        0.07     1.81      .07 
    District E Membership*Time 0.05        0.06 0.81      .42 
    District F Membership*Time -0.02        0.05     -0.32      .75 
    District G Membership*Time -0.03      0.04       -0.66      .51 
    District H Membership*Time 0 . . . 
    Average FCAT Baseline Years Score*Time 0.00        0.01     0.39      .70 
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Table 3e continued 
Beliefs Multi-Level Model Data  3 Level Multi-Level Model Predicting Educator Beliefs 
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
    Proportion of Days SBLT Members Attended Training*Time -0.14        0.12     -1.19      .24 
    Number of Coach Trainings*Time -0.00      0.01       -0.18      .86 
    Coach Training Hours*Time -0.00        0.00     -0.71      .47 
    Number of Coach Technical Assistance Sessions*Time 0.04        0.02     2.12*      .03 
    Coach Technical Assistance Session Hours*Time -0.02        0.01     -2.65*     .01 
Note. * p<.05. 
SBLT = School-Based Leadership Team. 
 
Random effects for intercepts at the educator and school levels were examined to 
determine if the average beliefs item score significantly varied. Intercepts at the school 
level significantly varied (Estimate=0.003, SE=0.001, z=2.68, p<.01) indicating that the 
average item beliefs score differed across participating schools. Intercepts at the educator 
level significantly varied (Estimate=0.042, SE=0.003, z=16.04, p<.01) as well, indicating 
that the average item beliefs score differed across educators nested within participating 
schools. Thus, significant differences in the reported beliefs of educators within and 
across schools occurred. Differences in the changes in educator beliefs across time could 
not be examined because slopes remained fixed to allow the model to converge.  
 Residual variance also was examined to determine the extent to which 
unexplained variance in educator beliefs existed after predictors were added to the model. 
Residual variance was significant in the full 3-Level model (Estimate=.054, SE=0.002, 
z=25.66, p=<.01) indicating that the multilevel model did not explain all of the variance 
in educator beliefs. However, the amount of unexplained variance decreased each time 
predictors were added to account for educator beliefs. The estimate of residual variance 
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decreased from .058 in the unconditional model to .054 when all Level 1, 2, and 3 
predictors were included in the multilevel model. The decrease in residual variance 
suggests that the addition of variables improved the predictive utility of the model. 
Educators’ Perceived RtI Academic (RTI-A) Skills 
 Assumptions. Assumptions of multilevel models were examined using procedures 
consistent with the examination of the beliefs model. Skewness and kurtosis values for 
the average item academic skills score of educators were -0.54 and 0.43 respectively 
indicating a relatively normal distribution. Skewness values for level 2 and 3 predictors 
ranged from -.86 to 6.02 with the majority of estimates less than 2. Kurtosis values for 
these predictors ranged from -1.75 to 34.29. Consistent with the beliefs model, these two 
statistics indicated variability in the distribution of the data for Level 2 and 3 predictors; 
however, the majority of values exceeding 2 were associated with categorical variables 
(e.g., district membership). Given the large sample size in this study, the multilevel 
modeling procedures used to examine perceived RtI-A skills should be robust to 
violations of the normality assumption (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). 
 The assumption that missing data were randomly distributed was examined next 
using the procedures described previously. Significant correlations as high as .99 (p<.01) 
among items on the same administration of Perceptions of RtI Skills Survey were found. 
Although lower, significant correlations (estimates were typically below .10, p-values <  
.01) were found among items across administrations of the survey. These findings 
indicate that missing data at the educator level were related, resulting in a violation of the 
randomly distributed missing data assumption. Given that multilevel models are sensitive 
to violations of this assumption, findings from the multilevel models procedures 
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discussed below should be interpreted with caution (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). All data 
were present at the school level indicating that the assumption of random missing data 
was met for Level 3 variables. 
 Finally, the assumption that the data were nested was examined by calculating the 
ICC from the unconditional RtI-A model. The ICC estimate derived was .57 indicating a 
nested data structure. Therefore, the multilevel models assumption of a nested data 
structure was met suggesting that multilevel models procedures were appropriate for this 
model (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). 
 Descriptive Data. Educators’ average perceived RTI-A skills were derived by 
calculating the average rating across items relevant to academic issues on the Perceptions 
of RtI Skills Survey. These average RTI-A skills scores were calculated at the beginning 
and end of the year to determine what changes occurred in the educators’ perceived 
skills. Average RTI-A skills scores also were calculated for educators in pilot versus 
comparison schools as well as SBLT members versus staff. These educator pairings were 
examined to investigate what changes occurred in perceived skills for groups with 
differential exposure to PS/RtI training and technical assistance. 
 Table 4a includes average RTI-A skills item score data for the aforementioned 
groups. The perceived RTI-A skills of all educators included in the study increased from 
the beginning (Mean=3.28; SD =0.78) to the end (Mean=3.44, SD=0.75) of the school 
year. The perceived skills of educators in pilot versus comparison schools as well as 
educators who were SBLT members versus staff also increased across time.  However, 
the average reported level of RTI-A skills at the beginning of the year as well as the 
amount of change in scores observed at the end of the year differed by group.  
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Table 4a 
Perceptions of RTI-A Skills Multi-Level Model Data  Descriptive Data from Beginning and End of Year Administrations for Total 
Sample, Pilot versus Comparison Schools, and SBLT Members versus All Other Staff Members 
Level 1 Variables na Mean (SD) Skewness Kurtosis
Average Academic Skills Item Score 4629 (68) 3.36 (0.77) -0.54 0.43 
  Beginning of Year 2236 (62) 3.28 (0.78) -0.52 0.26 
  End of Year 2393 (68) 3.44 (0.75) -0.55 0.63 
Average Skills Item Score: Pilot versus Comparison Schools     
  Pilot Schools 2961 (40) 3.35 (0.75) -0.50 0.44 
    Beginning of Year 1463 (40) 3.24 (0.76) -0.44 0.14 
    End of Year 1498 (40) 3.45 (0.73) -0.55 0.84 
  Comparison Schools 1668 (28) 3.39 (0.79) -0.60 0.44 
    Beginning of Year 773 (22) 3.34 (0.80) -0.67 0.53 
    End of Year 895 (28) 3.43 (0.79) -0.53 0.32 
Average Skills Item Score: Pilot School SBLT versus Staffb     
  SBLT 533 (40) 3.62 (0.75) -0.51 0.31 
    Beginning of Year 278 (40) 3.44 (0.79) -0.50 0.12 
    End of Year 255 (40) 3.81 (0.65) -0.19 -0.32 
  Staff 4096 (68) 3.33 (0.76) -0.55 0.45 
    Beginning of Year 1958 (62) 3.25 (0.77) -0.53 0.29 
    End of Year 2138 (68) 3.39 (0.75) -0.57 0.63 
Note. a Number in parentheses represents the number of schools from which educators responded.  
b Staff includes members from pilot and comparison schools. 
RTI-A= Response to Intervention – Academic; SBLT = School-Based Leadership Team. 
 
 Pilot school educators (Mean=3.24, SD=0.76) started with a lower level of 
average perceived RTI-A skills than their comparison school counterparts (Mean=3.34, 
SD=0.80). Despite a lower level at the beginning of the year, pilot school educators 
reported slightly higher RTI-A skills at the end of the year (Mean=3.45, SD=0.72) than 
educators in comparison schools (Mean=3.43, SD=0.79). A similar pattern of larger 
increases emerged for SBLT members versus other instructional staff. SBLT members 
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indicated higher RTI-A skills (Mean=3.44, SD=0.79) at the beginning of the year than 
their staff counterparts (Mean=3.25, SD=0.77). Across the year, SBLT members reported 
average RTI-A skills (Mean=3.81, SD=0.65) increased more than educators who were 
not a member of a SBLT receiving training from the Project (Mean=3.39, SD=0.75).  
Descriptive data also were examined for the Level 2 and 3 variables to be entered 
into the model predicting educators’ perceived RTI-A skills. Level 2 (i.e., educator level 
predictors) and 3 (i.e., school level variables) predictors entered for the perceived RTI-A 
skills model were the same as were entered for the beliefs model. The number and 
percent of educators by each of the demographic groups was calculated at the beginning 
and end of the year due to differences in individuals completing the surveys. Educators 
from 62 and 68 of the 73 participating schools completed the survey at the beginning and 
end of the year respectively. All schools at which surveys were not administered at either 
or both time points were the same comparison schools described for the beliefs model. 
Overall, the demographics of the educators completing the Perceptions of RtI Skills 
Survey were similar to the demographics of educators who completed the Beliefs Survey. 
Table 4b includes data for all educator level predictors at the beginning and end of the 
school year for the Perceptions of RtI Skills Survey. 
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Table 4b 
Perceptions of RTI-A Skills Multi-Level Model Data  Level 2 Predictor Frequencies by Time  
Level 2 Predictors Frequencies (%)a Skewness Kurtosis
 Beginning of Yearb End of Yearb   
Position - - - - 
  General Education Teacher 1290 (57.69) 1585 (66.23) -0.50 -1.75 
  Special Education Teacher 216 (9.66) 308 (12.87) 2.44 3.97 
  Administrator 59 (2.64) 59 (2.47) 6.02 34.29 
  Student Support Services 85 (3.80) 87 (3.64) 4.90 21.98 
  Other 141 (6.31) 186 (7.77) 3.35 9.24 
Years of Experience - - 0.23 -1.17 
  Less than 1 year 93 (5.18) 99 (4.44) - - 
  1-4 years 359 (19.98) 449 (20.13) - - 
  5-9 years 381 (21.20) 463 (20.75) - - 
  10-14 years 277 (15.41) 336 (15.06) - - 
  15-19 years 227 (12.63) 248 (11.12) - - 
  20-24 201 (11.19) 282 (12.64) - - 
  25 or more years 259 (14.41) 354 (15.87) - - 
Highest Degree Earned - - 1.19 1.52 
  Bachelor of Arts/Bachelor of Science 1078 (60.97) 1342 (61.00) - - 
  Master of Arts/Master of Science 634 (35.86) 790 (35.91) - - 
  Educational Specialist 44 (2.49) 53 (2.41) - - 
  Doctor of Philosophy/Doctor of Education 12 (0.68) 15 (0.68) - - 
School Based Leadership Team Member Status - - 2.41 3.82 
  School Based Leadership Team Member 1958 (87.57) 2138 (89.34) - - 
  Non-School Based Leadership Team Member 278 (12.43) 255 (10.66) - - 
Note. a Percent of educators in the corresponding category is included in parentheses. 
b  Educators from 62 and 68 schools completed the survey at the beginning and end of the year respectively. 
 
Level 3 predictor (i.e., school level variables) descriptive statistics were 
calculated differentially for continuous versus categorical variables. Table 4c includes the 
means and standard deviations of continuous school level variables at the observation 
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level (i.e., means and standard deviations take into account the number of educators 
responding from each school). Table 4d includes frequency data for categorical school 
level variables at the observation level. Overall, the data indicate variability in the school 
level variables (e.g., school demographics, staff size, district membership) associated 
with the educators from the 68 schools who completed the Perceptions of RtI Skills 
Survey.  
147 
147 
 
Table 4c 
Perceptions of RTI-A Skills Multi-Level Model Data  Level 3 Continuous Predictor Descriptive Statistics  
Level 3 Predictors Mean (SD)a na  Skewnessb Kurtosisb
School Demographics     
  School Size 757.04 (243.44) 4629 0.68 0.31 
  Staff Size 55.77 (17.18) 4629 0.55 0.02 
  Proportion White Students 0.56 (0.28) 4629 -0.80 -0.51 
  Proportion Black Students 0.24 (0.26) 4629 1.40 0.87 
  Proportion Hispanic Students 0.13 (0.10) 4629 1.52 1.75 
  Proportion Asian Students 0.03 (0.02) 4629 1.75 3.24 
  Proportion Native Students 0.00 (0.00) 4629 1.83 4.59 
  Proportion Multiracial Students 0.04 (0.02) 4629 0.33 -0.61 
  Proportion Male 0.52 (0.03) 4629 -0.86 3.19 
  Proportion Free-Reduced Lunch 0.51 (0.25) 4629 -0.15 -1.15 
  Proportion English Language Learners 0.11 (0.13) 4629 1.81 2.82 
  Proportion Students with Disabilities 0.16 (0.06) 4629 0.38 0.25 
Average % SBLT Members Days Presentc 0.27 (0.40) 4629 0.82 -1.25 
Coaching Variables     
  Number Coach Trainingsc 1.91 (4.16) 4629 2.52 5.67 
  Coach Training Hoursc 6.76 (13.55) 4629 2.28 5.30 
  Number Coach Technical Assistance Sessionsc 7.67 (13.99) 4629 1.86 2.49 
  Coach Technical Assistance Session Hoursc 18.44 (32.72) 4629 1.68 1.79 
Average FCAT Score from Baseline Years 316.22 (19.47) 4555 0.18 -0.49 
Note. a n represents the number of observations with data associated with the corresponding variable.  
b Skewness and kurtosis values calculated from data across time points. 
c Means, SDs, and ns based on pilot school data entered at Time 2. All Time 1 and comparison values equal 0. 
FCAT=Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test; SBLT = School Based Leadership Team. 
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Table 4d 
Perceptions of RTI-A Skills Multi-Level Model Data  Level 3 Categorical Predictor Descriptive Data  
Level 3 Predictors Frequencies (%)a Skewness Kurtosis 
School Status - -0.58 -1.66 
  Pilot School 2961 (63.97) - - 
  Comparison School 1668 (36.03) - - 
District Membership - - - 
  District A 481 (10.39) 2.60 4.75 
  District B 705 (15.23) 1.94 1.75 
  District C 476 (10.28) 2.62 4.85 
  District D 602 (13.00) 2.20 2.84 
  District E 757 (16.35) 1.82 1.31 
  District F 413 (8.92) 2.88 6.31 
  District G 799 (17.26) 1.73 1.00 
  District H 396 (8.55) 2.96 6.79 
Note. a Percent of observations in corresponding category is included in parentheses. 
 
Educator Perceived RTI-A Skills Multilevel Model Results. A 3-Level multilevel 
model was examined to determine what factors predicted educator perceived RTI-A 
skills. The average item score on items related to academic issues from the Perceptions of 
RtI Skills Survey was entered as the dependent variable in the analysis. The same Level 1, 
2, and 3 variables (both main effects and interactions) that were entered into the model 
predicting educator beliefs were entered in this model. Decisions regarding allowing 
intercepts and slopes to vary and centering were consistent with the beliefs model 
described above as well. 
 Prior to running the full 3 Level model, time was entered as a Level 1 predictor to 
determine if increases in the perceived RTI-A skills of educators noted in the descriptive 
analyses were statistically significant. Time, when entered into the model without any 
149 
149 
Level 2 or 3 predictors, was a significant predictor of perceived RTI-A skills 
(Estimate=0.19, t=11.04, p=<.01). These findings indicated that educator reported 
academic skills increased from the beginning to the end of the school year. When Level 2 
and 3 predictors were added into the model, however, time was no longer a significant 
predictor (Estimate=0.15, t=0.44, p=.66) after controlling the other predictors. Although 
the main effect of time was no longer significant, significant interaction effects between 
time and some Level 2 and 3 predictors occurred. The significant interaction effects 
described below suggest that time contributed to predictions of educator perceived RTI-A 
skills when associated with some variables. 
 Several Level 2 variables significantly contributed to the model predicting 
perceived RTI-A skills. Educator level variables that significantly contributed to the 
model were highest degree earned (Estimate=0.13, t=4.09, p<.01), and a position as an 
administrator (Estimate=0.90, t=3.80, p<.01), general education teacher (Estimate=0.47, 
t=2.18, p=.03), or special education teacher (Estimate=0.44, t=2.01, p=.04). These results 
indicated that having earned a higher degree was associated with higher levels of 
perceived RTI-A skills while controlling for other predictors. Holding a position as an 
administrator, general education teacher, or special education teacher also were predictors 
of higher levels of perceived RTI-A skills while controlling for other predictors. No other 
educator level variables produced significant main effects. When the interactions between 
time and each of the Level 2 predictors was examined, only the interaction between being 
a member of a SBLT and time (Estimate=0.39, t=5.52, p<.01) was significant. When 
controlling for other predictors, membership on a SBLT predicted increasing perceived 
RTI-A skills from the beginning to the end of the year. 
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Level 3 variables entered into the model produced several significant predictors of 
an educator’s perceived RTI-A skills. School demographic variables that significantly 
predicted perceived educator RTI-A skills included the proportion of Black 
(Estimate=5.04, t=2.00, p=.05), Hispanic (Estimate=5.31, t=2.11, p=.04), Asian 
(Estimate=7.93, t=2.64, p=.01), and Native American (Estimate=26.58, t=2.26, p=.02) 
students attending the schools. Working in District E County also was a significant 
predictor of educator perceived RTI-A skills (Estimate=-0.34, t=-2.04, p=.04). These 
results indicated that the school the educator worked in and working in a school with 
higher proportions of Black, Hispanic, Asian, or Native American students predicted 
higher levels of perceived RTI-A skills while controlling for other predictors. 
Conversely, working in a school in District E County predicted lower perceived RTI-A 
skills.  
When the interaction between school level variables and time was examined, only 
the interactions between working in a pilot school and time (Estimate=0.57, t=2.09, 
p=.04), and the average proportion of SBLT members present at trainings (Estimate=-
0.62, t=-2.13, p=.03) were significant. These results indicated that working in a pilot 
school predicted increasing perceived RTI-A skills across the year while controlling for 
other predictors. Conversely, higher average proportions of SBLT members attending 
trainings provided by the Project predicted decreasing reported skills across the year. 
Other school level variables did not differentially predict changing perceived RTI-A 
skills across time. See Table 4e below for data on the degree to which each predictor 
entered into the 3 level model predicted educator perceptions of their RTI-A skills. 
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Table 4e 
Perceptions of RTI-A Skills Multi-Level Model Data  3 Level Model Predicting Educator Skills 
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
Level 1     
  Academic Skills Intercept 2.81        0.25     11.26*     <.01 
  Time (Slope) 0.15        0.33     0.44      .66 
Level 2     
  Intercepts     
    General Education Teacher 0.47        0.21     2.18*      .03 
    Special Education Teacher 0.44        0.22 2.01*      .04 
    Administrator 0.90        0.24     3.80*      <.01 
    Student Support Services Personnel 0.36        0.23     1.54      .12 
    Other Position 0.39        0.22     1.75      .08 
    Years of Experience 0.01        0.01     1.34      .18 
    Highest Degree Earned 0.13        0.03 4.09*      <.01 
    School-Based Leadership Team Membership 0.11        0.06     1.72      .09 
  Slopes     
    General Education Teacher*Time -0.19        0.31 -0.62      .54 
    Special Education Teacher*Time -0.23        0.31     -0.74      .46 
    Administrator*Time -0.33        0.33     -1.00      .32 
    Student Support Services Personnel*Time -0.26        0.33     -0.79      .43 
    Other Position*Time -0.40        0.32     -1.26      .21 
    Years of Experience*Time -0.01        0.01     -0.75      .45 
    Highest Degree Earned*Time -0.06        0.04     -1.58      .11 
    School-Based Leadership Team Membership*Time 0.39        0.07     5.52*      <.01 
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Table 4e continued 
Perceptions of RTI-A Skills Multi-Level Model Data  3 Level Model Predicting Educator Skills 
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
Level 3     
  Intercepts     
    School Size -0.00        0.00 -1.28      .20 
    Staff Size 0.00        0.01     0.88      .38 
    Proportion White Students Attending School 4.30        2.39     1.80      .07 
    Proportion Black Students Attending School 5.04        2.51     2.00*      .05 
    Proportion Hispanic Students Attending School 5.31        2.52     2.11*      .04 
    Proportion Asian Students Attending School 7.93        3.01     2.64*      .01 
    Proportion Native American Students Attending School 26.58       11.76     2.26*      .02 
    Proportion Multiracial Students Attending School 0 . . . 
    Proportion Male Students Attending School 0.16        1.14     0.14      .89 
    Proportion Students Eligible for Free-Reduced Lunch Attending School 0.11        0.31     0.36      .72 
    Proportion English Language Learner Students Attending School -0.16        0.42     -0.39      .70 
    Proportion Students with Disabilities Attending School -0.65        0.91     -0.72      .47 
    Pilot School Membership -0.01        0.07     -0.13      .90 
    District A Membership 0.03        0.18     0.17      .87 
    District B Membership -0.44        0.27     -1.60      .11 
    District C Membership 0.01        0.19     0.05      .96 
    District D Membership -0.18        0.16     -1.14      .26 
    District E Membership -0.34        0.17     -2.04*     .04 
    District F Membership 0.19        0.15     1.32      .19 
    District G Membership 0.15        0.13     1.17      .24 
    District H Membership 0 . . . 
    Average FCAT Baseline Years Score 0.00        0.00     1.28      20 
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Table 4e continued 
Perceptions of RTI-A Skills Multi-Level Model Data  3 Level Model Predicting Educator Skills 
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
  Slopes     
    School Size*Time 0.00        0.00     1.66      .10 
    Staff Size*Time -0.00        0.00     -0.98      33 
    Proportion White Students Attending School*Time -1.90        2.06     -0.92      .36 
    Proportion Black Students Attending School*Time -2.23        2.19     -1.02      .31 
    Proportion Hispanic Students Attending School*Time -2.24        2.22     -1.01      .31 
    Proportion Asian Students Attending School*Time -3.58        2.61     -1.37      .17 
    Proportion Native American Students Attending School*Time -10.38       9.36     -1.11      .27 
    Proportion Multiracial Students Attending School*Time 0 . . . 
    Proportion Male Students Attending School*Time -1.42        0.97     -1.46      .14 
    Proportion Students on Free-Reduced Lunch Attending School*Time 0.32        0.25     1.27      .21 
    Proportion English Language Learner Students Attending School*Time -0.39        0.37     -1.06      .29 
    Proportion Students with Disabilities Attending School*Time 0.47        0.73     0.64      .52 
    Pilot School Membership*Time 0.57        0.27     2.09*      .04 
    District A Membership*Time 0.03        0.13     0.20      .84 
    District B Membership*Time 0.25        0.22     1.11      .27 
    District C Membership*Time 0.07        0.17     0.39      .70 
    District D Membership*Time 0.05        0.18     0.30      .77 
    District E Membership*Time 0.11        0.152     0.70      .49 
    District F Membership*Time -0.07        0.11     -0.63      .53 
    District G Membership*Time -0.05        0.10     -0.46      .65 
    District H Membership*Time 0 . . . 
    Average FCAT Baseline Years Score*Time 0.00        0.00     0.28      .78 
    Proportion of Days SBLT Members Attended Training*Time -0.62        0.29     -2 13*     .03 
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Table 4e continued 
Perceptions of RTI-A Skills Multi-Level Model Data  3 Level Model Predicting Educator Skills 
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
    Number of Coach Trainings*Time 0.01        0.02     0.28      .78 
    Coach Training Hours*Time -0.00        0.01     -0.01      .99 
    Number of Coach Technical Assistance Sessions*Time -0.00        0.00     -0.48      .63 
    Coach Technical Assistance Session Hours*Time -0.00        0.00     -0.09      0.93 
Note. * p<.05; df= 3678. 
SBLT = School-Based Leadership Team. 
 
Random effects for intercepts at the educator and school levels were examined to 
determine if the average perceived RTI-A skills item score significantly varied. Intercepts 
at the school level significantly varied (Estimate=0.02, SE=0.01, z=2.71, p<.01) 
indicating that the average score differed across participating schools. Intercepts at the 
educator level significantly varied (Estimate=0.28, SE=0.02, z=17.99, p<.01) as well 
indicating that the average score differed across educators nested within participating 
schools. Thus, the average scores of educators within and across schools differed 
significantly. Variance in the scores of educators across time could not be examined 
because slopes remained fixed to allow the model to converge. 
 Residual variance also was examined to determine the extent to which 
unexplained variance in educator perceived RTI-A skills existed after entering predictors 
into the model. Residual variance was significant in the full model (Estimate=0.23, 
SE=0.01, z=21.95, p=<.01) indicating that the multilevel model did not explain all of the 
variance in educator perceived RTI-A skills. However, the amount of unexplained 
variance decreased each time predictors were added to account for educator reported 
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skills. The estimate of residual variance decreased from 0.26 in the unconditional model 
to .023 when all Level 1, 2, and 3 predictors were included in the multilevel model. The 
decrease in residual variance suggests that the addition of predictors across levels 
improved the predictive utility of the model. 
Educators’ Perceived RtI Behavior (RTI-B) Skills 
 Assumptions. Assumptions of multilevel models procedures were examined 
before conducting any inferential analyses consistent with the models discussed 
previously. The normality assumption was examined for the perceived RTI-B skills data. 
Skewness and kurtosis values for the average item RTI-B skills score of educators were -
0.42 and 0.13 respectively indicating a relatively normal distribution. Skewness values 
for level 2 and 3 predictors were the same as described above for the RTI-A skills model; 
however, multilevel models procedures should be robust to violations of the normality 
assumption (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).  
 The assumption that missing data were randomly distributed was violated at the 
educator level. Significant correlations (as high as .99, p<.01) paralleled the estimates 
found for the RTI-A related items. Given that multilevel models are sensitive to 
violations of this assumption, findings from the multilevel models procedures discussed 
below should be interpreted with caution (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Because all Level 
3 variables were the same as for the RTI-A skills model, the assumption of random 
missing data was met for Level 3 predictors. 
 Finally, the assumption that the data were nested was examined by calculating the 
ICC from the unconditional RTI-B skills model. The ICC estimate derived was .52. The 
estimate indicated that the data were nested suggesting that the assumption of a nested 
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data structure was met. Therefore, multi-level modeling procedures appeared to be 
appropriate to determine factors that predict educators’ perceived RTI-B skills. 
 Descriptive Data. Educators’ average perceived RTI-B skills were derived by 
calculating the average rating across items relevant to behavior issues on the Perceptions 
of RtI Survey. These average RTI-B skills scores were calculated for the same groups as 
the RTI-A skills scores. Table 5a includes average RTI-B skills item score data for the 
aforementioned groups. The perceived RTI-B skills of all educators included in the study 
increased from the beginning (Mean=3.11; SD =0.79) to the end (Mean=3.27, SD=0.76) 
of the school year. The perceived skills of educators in pilot versus comparison schools 
as well as educators who were SBLT members versus staff also increased across time.  
However, the average reported level of RTI-B skills at the beginning of the year as well 
as the amount of change in scores observed at the end of the year differed by group.  
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Table 5a 
Perceptions of RTI-B Skills Multi-Level Model Data Beginning and End of Year Administrations for Total Sample, Pilot versus 
Comparison Schools, and SBLT Members versus All Other Staff Members 
Level 1 Variables na Mean (SD) Skewness Kurtosis
Average Behavior Skills Item Score 4629 (68)     3.20 (0.78)      -0.42      0.13 
  Beginning of Year 2236 (62)      3.11 (0.79)      -0.34      -0.09 
  End of Year 2393 (68)      3.27 (0.76)      -0.49 0.41 
Average Skills Item Score: Pilot versus Comparison Schools     
  Pilot Schools 2961 (40)      3.17 (0.76)      -0.36 0.05 
    Beginning of Year 1463 (40)      3.06 (0.77) -0.23 -0.21 
    End of Year 1498 (40)    3.28 (0.73)      -0.47      0.47 
  Comparison Schools 1668 (28)      3.24 (0.80) -0.53       0.26 
    Beginning of Year 773 (22)     3.20 (0.80)      -0.57     0.24 
    End of Year 895 (28)       3.27 (0.81)      -0.50 0.28 
Average Skills Item Score: Pilot School SBLT versus Staffb     
  SBLT 533 (40)       3.38 (0.71)      -0.28 0.04 
    Beginning of Year 278 (40)       3.22 (0.74)       -0.21      -0.07 
    End of Year 255 (40)      3.54 (0.64)      -0.17       -0.03 
  Staff 4096 (68)      3.17 (0.78)      -0.42       0.11 
    Beginning of Year 1958 (62)      3.09 (0.79)      -0.35 -0.11 
    End of Year 2138 (68)      3.24 (0.76)      -0.49 0.38 
Note. a Number in parentheses represents the number of schools from which educators responded.  
b Staff includes members from pilot and comparison schools. 
RTI-B = Response to Intervention – Behavior; SBLT = School-Based Leadership Team. 
 
 Pilot school educators (Mean=3.06, SD=0.77) started with a lower level of 
average perceived RTI-B skills than their comparison school counterparts (Mean=3.20, 
SD=0.80). Despite a lower level at the beginning of the year, pilot school educators 
reported slightly higher RTI-B skills at the end of the year (Mean=3.28, SD=0.73) than 
educators in comparison schools (Mean=3.27, SD=0.81). A similar pattern of larger 
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increases emerged for SBLT members versus other instructional staff. SBLT members 
indicated higher RTI-B skills (Mean=3.22, SD=0.74) at the beginning of the year than 
their staff counterparts (Mean=3.09, SD=0.79). Across the year, SBLT members reported 
average RTI-B skills (Mean=3.54, SD=0.64) increased more than educators who were not 
a member of a SBLT receiving training form the Project (Mean=3.24, SD=0.76). Thus, 
although the levels of average reported RTI-B skills were lower, a similar pattern of 
increases occurred for the RTI-B and RTI-A perceived skills across groups. 
Level 2 and 3 variables to be entered into the model predicting educators’ 
perceived RTI-B skills were the same as the variables for the academic skills model. 
Descriptive data for these variables were the same because the sample was derived from 
the same set of educators who took the Perceptions of RtI Skills Survey (i.e., the academic 
and behavior items used to derive the models came from the same survey). Refer back to 
Tables 4b, 4c, and 4d for the data for all educator and school level predictors at the 
beginning and end of the school year for the Perceptions of RtI Skills Survey.  
Educator Perceived RTI-B Skills Multilevel Model Results. A 3-Level multilevel 
model was examined to determine what factors predicted educator perceived RTI-B 
skills. The average item score on items related to behavior issues from the Perceptions of 
RtI Skills Survey was entered as the dependent variable in the analysis. The same Level 1, 
2, and 3 variables (both main effects and interactions) that were entered into the models 
predicting educator beliefs and perceived RTI-A skills were entered in this model. 
Decisions regarding allowing intercepts and slopes to vary and centering were consistent 
with the previous models described above as well. 
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 Prior to running the full 3-Level model, time was entered as a Level 1 predictor to 
determine if increases in the perceived RTI-B skills of educators noted in the descriptive 
analyses were statistically significant. Time, when entered into the model without any 
Level 2 or 3 predictors, was a significant predictor of perceived RTI-B skills 
(Estimate=0.19, t=10.05, p=<.01). These findings indicated that educator reported RTI-B 
skills increased from the beginning to the end of the school year. When Level 2 and 3 
predictors were added into the model predicting educator perceived RTI-B skills, 
however, time was no longer a significant predictor (Estimate=0.19, t=0.55, p=.58) by 
itself. Although the main effect of time was no long a significant predictor, significant 
interaction effects between time and some Level 2 and 3 predictors occurred. The 
significant interaction effects described below suggest that time contributed to predictions 
of educator perceived RTI-B skills when associated with some variables. 
 Several Level 2 variables significantly contributed to the model predicting 
perceived RTI-B skills. Educator level variables that significantly contributed to the 
model were highest degree earned (Estimate=0.10, t=2.94, p<.01), and a position as an 
administrator (Estimate=0.94, t=3.85, p<.01), general education teacher (Estimate=0.51, 
t=2.33, p=.02), special education teacher (Estimate=0.58, t=2.56, p=.01), or student 
support person (Estimate=0.73, t=3.05, p<.01). These results indicated that having earned 
a higher degree was associated with higher levels of perceived RTI-B skills while 
controlling for other predictors. Holding a position as an administrator, general education 
teacher, special education teacher, or student support person (i.e., school psychologist, 
social worker, or guidance counselor) also predicted higher levels of perceived RTI-B 
skills while controlling for other predictors. No other educator level main effects 
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predicted perceived skill levels. When the interactions between time and each of the 
Level 2 predictors was examined, only the interaction between being a member of a 
SBLT and time (Estimate=0.35, t=4.62, p<.01) was significant. When controlling for 
other predictors, membership on a SBLT predicted increasing perceived RTI-B skills 
from the beginning to the end of the year.  
Level 3 variables entered into the model produced several significant predictors of 
an educator’s perceived RTI-B skills. School demographic variables that significantly 
predicted perceived educator RTI-B skills included the proportion of Asian 
(Estimate=8.31, t=2.55, p=.01) and Native American (Estimate=34.03, t=2.67, p=.01) 
students attending a school. Working in District E also was a significant predictor of 
educator perceived RTI-B skills (Estimate=-0.41, t=-2.29, p=.02). These results indicated 
that working in a school with higher proportions of Asian or Native American students 
predicted higher levels of perceived RTI-B skills while controlling for other predictors. 
Conversely, working in a school in District E predicted lower perceived skills.  
When the interaction between school level variables and time was examined, only 
the interactions between working in a pilot school and time (Estimate=0.66, t=2.26, 
p=.02), and the average proportion of SBLT members present at trainings (Estimate=-
0.66, t=-2.13, p=.03) were significant. These results indicated that working in a pilot 
school predicted increasing perceived RTI-B skills across the year while controlling for 
other predictors. Conversely, higher average proportions of SBLT members attending 
trainings provided by the Project predicted decreasing reported skills across the year. 
Other school level variables did not differentially predict changing perceived RTI-B 
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skills across time. See Table 5b below for data on the degree to which each predictor 
entered into the 3-level model predicted educator perceived RTI-B skills. 
 
Table 5b 
Perceptions of RTI-B Skills Multi-Level Model Data  3 Level Model Predicting Educator Skills 
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
Level 1     
  Behavior Skills Intercept 2.66        0.26     10.20*     <.01 
  Time (Slope) 0.19        0.35     0.55      .58 
Level 2     
  Intercepts     
    General Education Teacher 0.51        0.22     2.33*      .02 
    Special Education Teacher 0.58        0.23     2.56*      .01 
    Administrator 0.94        0.24     3.85*      <.01 
    Student Support Services Personnel 0.73        0.24     3.05*      <.01 
    Other Position 0.35        0.23     1.52      .13 
    Years of Experience 0.01        0.01     0.99      .32 
    Highest Degree Earned 0.10        0.03     2.94*      <.01 
    School-Based Leadership Team Membership -0.00        0.06     -0.02      .98 
  Slopes     
    General Education Teacher*Time -0.15        0.32     -0.48      .63 
    Special Education Teacher*Time -0.18        0.32     -0.57      .57 
    Administrator*Time -0.27        0.34     -0.78      .44 
    Student Support Services Personnel*Time -0.28        0.34     -0.84      .40 
    Other Position*Time -0.34        0.33     -1.04      .30 
    Years of Experience*Time -0.01        0.01     -1.11      .27 
    Highest Degree Earned*Time -0.03        0.04     -0.82      .41 
    School-Based Leadership Team Membership*Time 0.35        0.08     4.62*      <.01 
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Table 5b continued 
Perceptions of RTI-B Skills Multi-Level Model Data  3 Level Model Predicting Educator Skills 
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
Level 3     
  Intercepts     
    School Size -0.00        0.00     -1.23      .22 
    Staff Size 0.01        0.01     0.86      .39 
    Proportion White Students Attending School 4.18        2.59     1.61      .11 
    Proportion Black Students Attending School 5.03        2.72     1.85      .06 
    Proportion Hispanic Students Attending School 5.11        2.72     1.88      .06 
    Proportion Asian Students Attending School 8.31        3.25     2.55*      .01 
    Proportion Native American Students Attending School 34.03       12.76     2.67*      .01 
    Proportion Multiracial Students Attending School 0 . . . 
    Proportion Male Students Attending School 0.89        1.23     0.72      .47 
    Proportion Students Eligible for Free-Reduced Lunch Attending School 0.27        0.34     0.81      .42 
    Proportion English Language Learner Students Attending School -0.09        0.45     -0.20      .84 
    Proportion Students with Disabilities Attending School -0.39        0.98     -0.39      .69 
    Pilot School Membership -0.02        0.07     -0.32      .75 
    District A Membership -0.04        0 20     -0.23      .82 
    District B Membership -0.49        0.30     -1.65      .10 
    District C Membership -0.10        0.20     -0 50      .62 
    District D Membership -0.08        0 17     -0.46      .64 
    District E Membership -0.41        0.18     -2.29*     .02 
    District F Membership 0.20        0 16     1.28      .20 
    District G Membership 0.09        0 14     0.66      .51 
    District H Membership 0 . . . 
    Average FCAT Baseline Years Score 0.01        0.00     1.93      >.05 
 
163 
163 
 
Table 5b continued 
Perceptions of RTI-B Skills Multi-Level Model Data  3 Level Model Predicting Educator Skills 
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
  Slopes     
    School Size*Time 0.00        0.00     1.64      .10 
    Staff Size*Time -0.00        0.00     -0.90      37 
    Proportion White Students Attending School*Time -0.78        2.18     -0.36      .72 
    Proportion Black Students Attending School*Time -0.88        2.32     -0.38      .70 
    Proportion Hispanic Students Attending School*Time -0.99        2.35     -0.42      .67 
    Proportion Asian Students Attending School*Time -2.56        2.77     -0.92      .36 
    Proportion Native American Students Attending School*Time -14.32       9.94     -1.44      .15 
    Proportion Multiracial Students Attending School*Time 0 . . . 
    Proportion Male Students Attending School*Time -1.07        1.03     -1.04      .30 
    Proportion Students on Free-Reduced Lunch Attending School*Time -0.04        0.27     -0 14      .89 
    Proportion English Language Learner Students Attending School*Time -0.32      0.39       -0.82      .41 
    Proportion Students with Disabilities Attending School*Time 0.36        0.77     0.47      .64 
    Pilot School Membership*Time 0.66        0.29     2.26*      .02 
    District A Membership*Time -0.12        0.14   -0.83      .41 
    District B Membership*Time 0.03        0.24     0.12      .91 
    District C Membership*Time -0.08        0.18     -0.42      .67 
    District D Membership*Time -0.10        0.19     -0.51      .61 
    District E Membership*Time 0.04        0.16     0.23      .82 
    District F Membership*Time -0.20        0.12     -1.70      .09 
    District G Membership*Time -0.12        0.11     -1.08      .28 
    District H Membership*Time 0 . . . 
    Average FCAT Baseline Years Score*Time -0.00        0.00     -0.73      .46 
    Proportion of Days SBLT Members Attended Training*Time -0.66        0.31     -2.13*     .03 
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Table 5b continued 
Perceptions of RTI-B Skills Multi-Level Model Data  3 Level Model Predicting Skills 
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
    Number of Coach Trainings*Time 0.00        0.02     0.22      .82 
    Coach Training Hours*Time -0.00        0.01     -0.00      >.99 
    Number of Coach Technical Assistance Sessions*Time 0.00        0.00     0.53      .60 
    Coach Technical Assistance Session Hours*Time -0.00        0.00     -1.07      .28 
Note. * p<.05; df= 3678. 
SBLT = School-Based Leadership Team. 
 
 Random effects for intercepts at the educator and school levels were examined to 
determine if the average perceived RTI-B skills item score significantly varied. Intercepts 
at the school level significantly varied (Estimate=0.02, SE=0.01, z=2.93, p<.01) 
indicating that the average score differed across participating schools. Intercepts at the 
educator level significantly varied (Estimate=0.27, SE=0.02, z=16.22, p<.01) as well 
indicating that the average score differed across educators nested within participating 
schools. Thus, the reported average RTI-B skills of educators appeared to vary within and 
across schools. Variance in slopes across educators could not be examined because slopes 
remained fixed to allow the model to converge. 
 Residual variance also was examined to determine the extent to which 
unexplained variance in educator perceived RTI-B skills existed after predictors were 
added to the model. Residual variance was significant in the full 3-level model 
(Estimate=0.27, SE=0.01, z=22.08, p=<.01) indicating that the multilevel model did not 
explain all of the variance in educator perceived RTI-B skills. However, the amount of 
unexplained variance decreased each time predictors were added to account for educator 
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reported skills. The estimate of residual variance decreased from 0.29 in the 
unconditional model to .027 when all Level 1, 2, and 3 predictors were included in the 
multilevel model. The decrease in residual variance suggests that the addition of variables 
across levels increased the predictive utility of the model. 
Research Question 2 
 
Research question 2 examined the relationship of PS/RtI training and the 
demonstrated skills of educators. Skill assessments examining the extent to which 
educators could demonstrate application of the skills on which they were trained were 
administered at the end of the Day 2, 3, 4, and 5 trainings. The skill assessments 
administered on each day varied as a function of the training focus. Specifically, the skills 
assessed, the number of items, the number of points possible, and the number of 
assessments administered during a given day varied. Differences in the skills assessed 
were not controlled statistically; however, the other differences referenced (i.e., the 
number of items, the number of points possible, and the number of assessments 
administered) were controlled by calculating the percent of possible points that an 
educator could have been awarded each day. Because only SBLT members attended the 5 
days of Project provided trainings, the analyses discussed below pertained only to SBLT 
members in the 40 pilot schools. 
Educators’ Demonstrated PS/RtI Skills 
 Assumptions. Assumptions of multilevel modeling procedures were examined 
before conducting inferential analyses. The normality assumption was examined for the 
skill assessment data, and the Level 2 and 3 predictors to be entered into the model. 
Skewness and kurtosis values for the percent of points possible earned by educators were 
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-0.65 and 0.13 respectively indicating a relatively normal distribution. Skewness values 
for level 2 and 3 predictors ranged from -1.69 to 3.81 with the majority of estimates less 
than 2. Kurtosis values for these predictors ranged from -1.15 to 12.55 with the majority 
of estimates less than 2. These two statistics indicated some variability in the distribution 
of the data for Level 2 and 3 predictors; however, the relatively large sample size used to 
conduct the analyses suggests that the multi-level model procedures should be robust to 
violations of this assumption (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). 
 The assumption that missing data were randomly distributed was examined next 
using the procedures described for research question 1. Significant correlations as high as 
1.0 (p<.01) among items on the same skill assessment protocol were found. Significant 
moderate correlations (majority of the significant correlations ranged from .3 to .7, p-
values <.01) among items within and across protocols were found as well. These findings 
indicated that missing data at the educator level were related resulting in a violation of 
the randomly distributed missing data assumption. Given that multilevel models are 
sensitive to violations of this assumption, findings from the multilevel models procedures 
discussed below should be interpreted with caution (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). All data 
were present at the school level indicating that the assumption of random missing data 
was met for Level 3 variables. 
 The assumption that the data were nested could not be examined because 
intercepts and slopes were fixed to allow the model to converge. Despite this limitation, 
multilevel model procedures were used to examine this research question. ICC estimates 
from the unconditional models examining educators’ perceptions of their RtIA and RtI-B 
skills suggested a nested data structure. Although research question two examined 
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demonstrated skills, the ICC estimates for perceived skills suggested the possibility of a 
nested data structure.  
 Descriptive Data. Educators’ demonstrated skills were derived by dividng the 
total points earned by the total number of available points across skill assessments 
administered on a given training day. The percent of possible points earned were 
calculated for the Day 2, 3, 4, and 5 SBLT trainings to determine what changes occurred 
in the educators’ demonstrated skills. Table 6a includes the average percentage of 
possible points earned across the training days. The data indicated that the average 
percentage of points earned decreased from the beginning (Mean=0.84, SD=0.13) to the 
end of the year (Mean=0.77, SD=0.13). A noteworthy decrease in the average percentage 
of points earned occurred on the skill assessments completed at the Day 4 training 
(Mean=0.54, SD=0.13). Thus, the data from all 4 training days suggested a decreasing 
trend as well as variability in points earned by educators. 
Table 6a 
Skill Assessment Multi-Level Model Data  Descriptive Data from SBLT Training Day Administrations 
Level 1 Variables n Mean (SD) Skewness Kurtosis
Average Percent of Points Possible 924        0.74 (0.17)      -0.65       -0 13 
  Day 2 212        0.84 (0.13) -0.94       0.89 
  Day 3 223        0.81 (0.11)      -0.91       0.92 
  Day 4 230        0.54 (0.12)      -0.25      0.56 
  Day 5 259        0.77 (0.13)      -1.29       2.63 
Note. SBLT = School-Based Leadership Team. 
 
Descriptive data also were examined for the Level 2 and 3 variables to be entered 
into the model predicting educators’ demonstrated skills. Level 2 predictors (i.e., 
educator level predictors) included position, years of experience, and the highest degree 
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earned. The number and percent of educators by each of these groups was calculated at 
the beginning and end of the year due to differences in individuals completing the skill 
assessments. SBLT members from all 40 pilot schools completed the skill assessments 
across all trainings. Table 6b includes data for all educator level predictors at the 
beginning and end of the school year. 
Table 6b 
Skill Assessment Multi-Level Model Data  Level 2 Predictor Frequencies from Day 2 to Day 5 of SBLT Trainings  
Level 2 Predictors Frequencies (%)a Skewness Kurtosis
 Day 2 Training Day 5 Training   
Position   - - 
  General Education Teacher 70 (22.65) 61 (20.89) 1.45        0.09 
  Special Education Teacher 33 (10.68) 32 (10.96) 2.67        5.12 
  Administrator 47 (15.21) 38 (13.01) 2.12        2.48 
  Student Support Services 71  (22.98) 64 (21.92) 1.41       -0.00 
  Other 61 (19.74) 60 (20.55) 1.62        0.62 
Years of Experience   0.12       -1.15 
  Less than 1 year 5 (1.77) 5 (1.94) - - 
  1-4 years 38 (13.43) 31 (12.02) - - 
  5-9 years 59  (20.85) 56 (21.71) - - 
  10-14 years 57 (20.14) 50 (19.38) - - 
  15-19 years 37 (13.07) 39 (15.12) - - 
  20-24 33 (11.66) 30 (11.63) - - 
  25 or more years 54 (19.08) 47 (18.22) - - 
Highest Degree Earned   0.74        0.96 
  B.A./B.S. 85 (30.91) 75 (29.64) - - 
  M.A./M.S. 158 (57.45) 143 (56.52) - - 
  Ed.S. 24 (8.73) 27 (10.67) - - 
  Ph.D./Ed.D. 8 (2.91) 8 (3.16) - - 
Note. a Percent of educators in the corresponding category is included in parentheses. 
B.A./B.S.=Bachelors of Arts/Bachelors of Science; Ed.S.=Educational Specialist; M.A./M.S.=Masters of Arts/Masters of Science; 
Ph.D./Ed.D.=Doctor of Philosophy; Doctor of Education; SBLT=School Based Leadership Team. 
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 The composition of SBLTs members completing the skill assessments was 
relatively evenly distributed across positions. None of the 5 positions examined (i.e., 
general education teachers, special education teachers, administrators, student support 
services personnel, or other position) represented less than 10% or more than 23% of 
respondents. The years of experience among these educators was relatively normally 
distributed with experience ranging from less than 1 year to over 25 years. The majority 
of respondents’ highest degrees were at the bachelors or masters level; however, more 
SBLT members held masters (approximately 57%) than bachelors (approximately 30%) 
degrees. 
 Level 3 predictor (i.e., school level variables) descriptive statistics were 
calculated differentially for continuous versus categorical variables. Table 6c includes the 
means and standard deviations of continuous school level variables at the observation 
level (i.e., means and standard deviations take into account the number of educators 
responding from each school). Table 6d includes frequency data for categorical school 
level variables at the observation level. Overall, the data indicate variability in the school 
level variables (e.g., school demographics, staff size, district membership) associated 
with the educators from the 40 schools who participated in Year 1 trainings.  
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Table 6c 
Skill Assessment Multi-Level Model Data  Level 3 Continuous Predictors Descriptive Statistics  
Level 3 Predictors Mean (SD)a na  Skewnessb Kurtosisb
School Demographics     
  School Size 678.99  (230.48) 1307 0.84        1.75 
  Staff Size 49.78 (16.00)      1307       0.60        1.58 
  Proportion White Students 0.54 (0.26)        1307 -0.76       -0.39 
  Proportion Black Students 0.24 (0.23)        1307 1.33        0.96 
  Proportion Hispanic Students 0.14 (0.10)        1307 1.22        0.81 
  Proportion Asian Students 0.03 (0.03)        1307 1.67        2.60 
  Proportion Native Students 0.00 (0.00)        1307 1.98        6.17 
  Proportion Multiracial Students 0.05 (0.02)        1307 0.06       -1.01 
  Proportion Male 0.52 (0.02)        1307 -0.84        0.82 
  Proportion Free-Reduced Lunch 0.55 (0.23)        1307 -0.46       -0.68 
  Proportion English Language Learners 0.11 (0.12)        1307 1.69        2.59 
  Proportion Students with Disabilities 0.16 (0.06)        1307 0.43        0.25 
Average % SBLT Members Days Present 0.85 (0.15)        1271 -1.69        3.84 
Note. a n represents the number of observations with data associated with the corresponding variable.  
b Skewness and kurtosis values calculated from data across time points. 
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Table 6d 
Skill Assessment Multi-Level Model Data  Level 3 Categorical Predictor Descriptive Data  
Level 3 Predictors Frequencies (%)a Skewness Kurtosis 
District Membership - - - 
  District A 81 (6.19) 3.64       11.26 
  District B 177 (13.53) 2.13        2.56 
  District C 128 (9.79) 2.71        5.35 
  District D 302 (23.09) 1.28       -0.37 
  District E 244 (18.65) 1.61        0.60 
  District F 124 (9.48) 2.77        5.68 
  District G 176 (13.46) 2.14        2.60 
  District H 75 (5.73) 3.81       12.55 
Note. a Percent of observations in corresponding category is included in parentheses. 
  
Educator Demonstrated Skills Multilevel Model Results. A 3-Level multilevel 
model was examined to determine what factors predicted educator demonstrated skills. 
The percent of possible points earned was entered as the dependent variable in the 
analysis. Time (i.e., SBLT training days across the year) was entered as the Level 1 
predictor of educator skills. Time was zero centered to facilitate interpretation of the 
results. 
Level 2 predictors included educator variables. Each SBLT member’s position, 
years of experience, and highest degree earned, were entered into the model. Level 3 
predictors included school level variables. School demographics (e.g., size, racial 
composition by group, poverty levels), staff size, district membership, and the proportion 
of SBLT members who attended each training were predictors entered at Level 3. 
Interactions between each educator and school level variable and time also were entered 
into the model. All predictors entered into the model examining demonstrated skills were 
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entered using the same values and procedures described above to address research 
question 1. Intercepts and slopes remained fixed to allow the model to converge. 
 Prior to running the full 3 Level model, time was entered as a Level 1 predictor to 
determine if decreases in the demonstrated skills of educators noted in the descriptive 
analyses were statistically significant. Time, when entered into the model without any 
Level 2 or 3 predictors, was a significant predictor of skills (Estimate=-0.04, t=-9.31, 
p=<.01). These findings indicated that educator demonstrated skills decreased from the 
beginning to the end of the school year. When Level 2 and 3 predictors were added into 
the model predicting demonstrated skills, time remained a significant predictor 
(Estimate=-0.27, t=-2.58, p=.01) while controlling for other predictors. Although the 
main effect of time remained a significant predictor, significant interaction effects 
between time and some Level 2 and 3 predictors occurred. The significant interaction 
effects described below suggest that time contributed to predictions of educator skills 
when associated with some variables. 
 Three Level 2 interaction variables significantly contributed to the model 
predicting demonstrated skills. Educator level variables that significantly contributed to 
the model were the interactions between holding a position as a general education teacher 
(Estimate=0.21, t=2.05, p=.04), special education teacher (Estimate=0.20, t=1.99, p=.05), 
or student support person (Estimate=0.20, t=2.00, p=.05) and time. These results 
indicated that working as a general education teacher, special education teacher, or 
student support person predicted increasing skills across trainings when controlling for 
other predictors. No Level 2 main effects significantly contributed to the model. 
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 Level 3 variables entered into the model produced one significant predictor of an 
educator’s demonstrated skills. The interaction between the proportion of SBLT members 
present at a training and time (Estimate=-0.12, t=-1.96, p=.05) significantly predicted 
demonstrated skills. These results indicated that having a higher percentage of SBLT 
members attending trainings predicted decreasing demonstrated skills across time while 
controlling for other predictors. School demographics (e.g., size, student demographic 
profile), staff size, working in a school in any of the eight demonstration districts, nor the 
interactions among these variables and time predicted demonstrated skills. See Table 6e 
below for data on the degree to which each predictor entered into the 3 level model 
predicted educator demonstrated skills. 
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Table 6e 
Skill Assessment Multi-Level Model Data  3 Level Model Predicting Educator Skill Assessment Performance 
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
Level 1     
  Skills Intercept 1.38      0.26      5.28*      <.01 
  Time (Slope) -0.27        0.11      -2.58*     .01 
Level 2     
  Intercepts     
    General Education Teacher -0.47        0.25      -1.88      .06 
    Special Education Teacher -0.41        0.25      -1.63      .10 
    Administrator -0.44        0.25      -1.75      .08 
    Student Support Services Personnel -0.46        0.25      -1.83      .07 
    Other Position -0.44        0.25      -1.75      .08 
    Years of Experience -0.00        0.01      -0 38      .70 
    Highest Degree Earned 0.00        0.02      0.04      .97 
  Slopes     
    General Education Teacher*Time 0.21        0.10      2.05*      .04 
    Special Education Teacher*Time 0.20        0.10      1.99*      .05 
    Administrator*Time 0.17        0.10      1.66      .10 
    Student Support Services Personnel*Time 0.20        0.10      2.00*      .05 
    Other Position*Time 0.18      0.10       1.82      .07 
    Years of Experience*Time 0.00        0.00      0.06      .95 
    Highest Degree Earned*Time 0.01        0.01      1.12      .26 
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Table 6e continued 
Skill Assessment Multi-Level Model Data  3 Level Model Predicting Educator Skill Assessment Performance 
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
Level 3     
  Intercepts     
    School Size 0.00        0.00      0.37      0.71 
    Staff Size -0.00        0.00      -0.64      0.52 
    Proportion White Students Attending School -0.37        266540 -0.00      1.00 
    Proportion Black Students Attending School -0.09        266540 -0.00      1.00 
    Proportion Hispanic Students Attending School -0.23      266540 -0.00      1.00 
    Proportion Asian Students Attending School -0.25      266540 -0.00      1.00 
    Proportion Native American Students Attending School -5.52      266540 -0.00      1.00 
    Proportion Multiracial Students Attending School -0.02      266540 -0.00      1.00 
    Proportion Male Students Attending School -0.54        0.68      -0.79      .43 
    Proportion Students Eligible for Free-Reduced Lunch Attending School -0.18        0.12      -1.50      .13 
    Proportion English Language Learner Students Attending School 0.21        0.19      1.15      .25 
    Proportion Students with Disabilities Attending School 0.65        0.42      1.55      .12 
    District A Membership -0.10        0.10      -1.00      .32 
    District B Membership -0.21        0.14      -1.53      .13 
    District C Membership -0.08        0.09      -0.87      .39 
    District D Membership -0.12        0.08      -1.48      .14 
    District E Membership -0.10        0.08      -1.15      .25 
    District F Membership -0.06        0.08      -0.78      .44 
    District G Membership -0.11        0.09      -1.34      .18 
    District H Membership 0 . . . 
    Proportion of Days SBLT Members Attended Training 0.14        0.10      1.41      .16 
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Table 6e continued 
Skill Assessment Multi-Level Model Data  3 Level Model Predicting Educator Skill Assessment Performance 
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
  Slopes     
    School Size*Time 0.00 0.00     -0.07 .94 
    Staff Size*Time 0.00        0.00      0.03      .97 
    Proportion White Students Attending School*Time -0.53        0.57      -0.92      .36 
    Proportion Black Students Attending School*Time -0.71        0.62      -1.15      .25 
    Proportion Hispanic Students Attending School*Time -0.51        0.61      -0.84      .40 
    Proportion Asian Students Attending School*Time -0.56      0.71       -0.79      .43 
    Proportion Native American Students Attending School*Time 0.08        3.01      0.03      .98 
    Proportion Multiracial Students Attending School*Time 0 . . . 
    Proportion Male Students Attending School*Time 0.49        0.37      1.35      .18 
    Proportion Students on Free-Reduced Lunch Attending School*Time 0.05        0.06      0.74      .46 
    Proportion English Language Learner Students Attending School*Time -0.15        0.13      -1 15      .25 
    Proportion Students with Disabilities Attending School*Time -0.17        0.24      -0.72      .47 
    District A Membership*Time 0.01        0.05      0.26      .79 
    District B Membership*Time 0.05        0.08      0.67      .51 
    District C Membership*Time -0.01        0.05      -0.12      .90 
    District D Membership*Time 0.02        0.04      0.46      .64 
    District E Membership*Time 0.01        0.04      0.13      .90 
    District F Membership*Time 0.02        0.04      0.46      .65 
    District G Membership*Time 0.02        0.04      0.47      .64 
    District H Membership*Time 0 . . . 
    Proportion of Days SBLT Members Attended Training*Time -0.12        0.06      -1.96*     .05 
Note. * p<.05; df= 691. 
SBLT= School Based Leadership Team. 
 
Random effects for intercepts and slopes could not be calculated because both 
were held constant to allow the model to converge. However, residual variance was 
examined to determine the extent to which unexplained variance in educator 
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demonstrated skills existed after adding predictors to the model. Residual variance was 
significant in the full model (Estimate=0.025, SE=0.001, z=18.59, p=<.01) indicating that 
the multilevel model did not explain all of the variance in educator demonstrated skills. 
However, the amount of unexplained variance decreased when predictors were added to 
account for educator beliefs. The estimate of residual variance decreased from 0.028 in 
the unconditional model to 0.025 when all Level 1, 2, and 3 predictors were included in 
the multilevel model. The decrease in residual variance suggested that the addition of 
variables across levels increased the predictive utility of the model. 
Research Question 3 
 Research question 3 examined the relationship between training and technical 
assistance and implementation of a PS/RtI model. Two measures were used to address 
this research question. The SAPSI, an implementation monitoring tool completed by 
SBLT members, was used to determine self reported implementation levels in the 40 pilot 
schools. The SAPSI was completed by the pilot schools at the beginning and end of the 
school year. The Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist, a permanent product 
review protocol completed by PS/RtI Coaches, was used to determine implementation 
levels in the pilot and comparison schools. The Tier I and II Critical Components 
Checklist was completed by the coaches at the beginning, middle, and end of the year. 
Two separate models were conducted using these two measures. Specifically, the 
dependent variable for each model was: 
1) The overall implementation levels of pilot schools as measured by the average 
item score on the SAPSI. 
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2) The overall implementation levels across pilot and comparison schools as 
measured by the average item score on the Tier I and II Critical Components 
Checklist. 
Self-Report of PS/RtI Implementation in Pilot Schools 
 Assumptions. Assumptions of multilevel models procedures were examined 
before conducting inferential analyses. The normality assumption was examined for the 
SAPSI data, and the Level 2 predictors to be entered into the model. Skewness and 
kurtosis values for the average item SAPSI score of educators were 0.70 and 0.44 
respectively indicating a relatively normal distribution. Skewness values for level 
predictors ranged from -0.85 to 3.29 with the majority of estimates less than 2. Kurtosis 
values for these predictors ranged from -1.94 to 9.04. These two statistics indicated 
variability in the distribution of the data for Level 2 predictors; however, it should be 
noted that the majority of values exceeding 2 were associated with categorical variables 
(e.g., district membership). The relatively smaller sample size used to address this 
research question suggests that the results of the multilevel modeling procedures 
described below should be interpreted with some caution given the violation of the 
normality assumption noted for some variables (Raudenbush & Byrk, 2002).   
 The assumption that missing data were randomly distributed was examined next 
using the procedures described for research questions 1 and 2. Although the majority of 
data points were present, a few significant correlations as high as 1.0 (p<.01) among 
items within and across administrations of the SAPSI were found. These findings indicate 
that some missing data from the SAPSI were related resulting in a violation of the 
randomly distributed missing data assumption. Given that multilevel models are sensitive 
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to violations of this assumption, these findings provide additional evidence that results 
from the multilevel models procedures discussed below should be interpreted with 
caution (Raudenbush & Byrk, 2002). All data for Level 2 predictors were present 
indicating that the assumption of random missing data was met for Level 2 variables. 
 Finally, the assumption that the data were nested was examined by calculating the 
ICC from the unconditional SAPSI model. The ICC estimate derived was .04 indicating 
that a small amount of variance in scores on the SAPSI was associated with the school. 
Although this estimate was smaller than estimates derived from the previously discussed 
models, multilevel model procedures were used because the ICC suggested that the data 
were not completely independent.  
Descriptive Data. Pilot school self-reported implementation levels were derived 
by calculating the average rating across items on the SAPSI. These average SAPSI scores 
were calculated at the beginning and end of the year to determine what changes occurred 
in the reported implementation levels. Table 7a includes average SAPSI item score data. 
The reported levels of implementation in pilot schools increased from the beginning 
(Mean=0.82; SD =0.43) to the end (Mean=1.49, SD=0.49) of the school year.  
Table 7a 
Self Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation Multi-Level Model Data  Descriptive Data for the Total Sample and 
Beginning to End of Year Comparisons 
Level 1 Variables n Mean (SD) Skewness Kurtosis
Average SAPSI Item Score 80      1.16 (0.57)      0.70        0.44 
  Beginning of Year 40 0.82 (0.43)      0.85 0.15 
  End of Year 40 1.49 (0.50)      1.13       0.69 
Note.  
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Descriptive data also were examined for the Level 2 variables to be entered into 
the model predicting self-reported implementation levels. Level 2 predictors  
(i.e., school level variables) descriptive statistics were calculated differentially for 
continuous versus categorical variables. Table 7b includes the means and standard 
deviations of continuous school level variables at the observation level (i.e., means and 
standard deviations take into account the number of schools for which data were 
available). Table 7c includes frequency data for district membership (a categorical 
variable). Overall, the data indicated variability in the school level variables (e.g., school 
demographics, staff size, district membership) associated with the 40 pilot schools that 
completed the SAPSI.  
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Table 7b 
Self Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation Multi-Level Model Data  Level 2 Continuous Predictor Descriptive Statistics  
Level 2 Predictors Mean (SD)a na  Skewnessb Kurtosisb
School Demographics     
  School Size 673.70 (230.72)    80 0.85        1.82 
  Staff Size 49.73 (15.66) 80 0.58        1.78 
  Proportion White Students 0.54 (0.27)      80 -0.74       -0.49 
  Proportion Black Students 0.24 (0.24)      80 1.39        1.06 
  Proportion Hispanic Students 0.15 (0.11)      80 1.20        0.50 
  Proportion Asian Students 0.02 (0.03)      80 1.87        3.80 
  Proportion Native Students 0.00 (0.00)      80 2.24        7.32 
  Proportion Multiracial Students 0.04 (0.02)     80 0.15       -0.80 
  Proportion Male 0.52 (0.02)      80 -0.85        0.90 
  Proportion Free-Reduced Lunch 0.53 (0.24)      80 -0.34       -0.85 
  Proportion English Language Learners 0.11 (0.13)      80 1.69       2.52 
  Proportion Students with Disabilities 0.16 (0.06)      80 0.47        0.05 
Average % SBLT Members Days Presentc 0.84 (0.11)       80 0.09       -1.94 
Average FCAT Baseline Score 312.51 (19.92)     76 0.25       -0.34 
Coaching Variablesc     
  Number of Coach Provided Trainings 5.45 (5.19)       80 1.95        3.18 
  Coach Provided Training Hours 20.53 (16.84)      80 1.74        3.04 
  Number of Coach TA Sessions 24.28 (16.31)      80 1.35        0.89 
  Coach Provided TA Session Hours 57.35 (34.83)     80 1.17        0.58 
Note. a n represents the number of observations with data associated with the corresponding variable.  
b Skewness and kurtosis values calculated from data across time points. 
c Means and standard deviations based on end of year data only. 
FCAT= Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test; SAPSI = Self-Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation; TA= Technical 
Assistance. 
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Table 7c 
Self Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation Multi-Level Model Data  Level 2 Categorical Predictor Descriptive Data  
Level 2 Predictors Frequencies (%)a Skewness Kurtosis 
District Membership - - - 
  District A 6 (7.50) 3.29        9.04 
  District B 12 (15.00) 2.00        2.04 
  District C 12 (15.00) 2.00        2.04 
  District D 14 (17.50) 1.74        1.07 
  District E 12 (15.00) 2.00        2.04 
  District F 6 (7.50) 3.29        9.04 
  District G 12 (15.00) 2.00        2.04 
  District H 6 (7.50) 3.29        9.04 
Note. a Percent of observations in corresponding category is included in parentheses. 
SAPSI = Self-Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation. 
  
SAPSI Multilevel Model Results. A 2-Level multilevel model was examined to 
determine what factors predicted reported levels of implementation. The average item 
score on the SAPSI was entered as the dependent variable in the analysis. Time (i.e., 
beginning versus end of the year SAPSI scores) was entered as the Level 1 predictor of 
reported implementation. Time was zero centered to facilitate interpretation of the results. 
Level 2 predictors included school level variables. School demographics (e.g., 
size, racial composition by group, poverty levels), staff size, district membership, the 
average proportion of SBLT members attending trainings, previous student performance, 
and the amount of coaching received were predictors entered at Level 2. All variables 
were entered into the model for the 40 pilot schools using the same procedures described 
above for the previously examined models. Using the steps discussed above to find a 
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model that would converge, intercepts and slopes were allowed to vary; however, the 
covariance between intercepts and slopes was forced to be zero.  
 Prior to running the full 2 Level model, time was entered as a Level 1 predictor to 
determine if increases in reported implementation noted in the descriptive analyses were 
statistically significant. Time, when entered into the model without any Level 2 
predictors, was a significant predictor of reported implementation (Estimate=0.67, 
t=10.03, p=<.01). These findings indicated that implementation as reported by SBLT 
members increased from the beginning to the end of the school year. When Level 2 
predictors were added into the model predicting reported implementation, time remained 
a significant predictor (Estimate=2.41, t=2.70, p=.01) while controlling for other 
variables. The addition of Level 2 and 3 variables to the model resulted in significant 
interactions between time and some predictors. The results discussed below suggested 
that time significantly contributed to the model when associated with some school level 
variables as well. 
 Level 2 variables entered into the model produced several significant predictors of 
reported implementation levels. Significant school level predictors of implementation 
were the proportion of students eligible for free-reduced lunch attending the school 
(Estimate=1.00, t=2.12, p=.04) and being a school in District C (Estimate=0.70, t=2.36, 
p=.02) or District F (Estimate=-0.56, t=-2.42, p=.02) counties. These results indicated 
that higher proportions of students eligible for free-reduced lunch and being a school in 
District C county predicted higher levels of reported implementation while controlling for 
other predictors. Conversely, being a school in District F predicted lower reported levels 
of implementation while controlling for other predictors. No other school demographics 
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(e.g., size) variables, staff size, nor working in a school in any of the other six 
demonstration districts produced significant main effects. 
When the interaction between school level variables and time was examined, the 
interactions between time and the proportion of male students (Estimate=8.26, t=2.37, 
p=.02), the proportion of students eligible for free-reduced lunch (Estimate=-2.41, t=3.12, 
p<.01), and being a school in District C (Estimate=-1.39, t=-2.60, p=.01) were 
significant. Higher proportions of male students predicted increasing levels of 
implementation across the school year while controlling for other predictors. Conversely, 
lower proportions of students eligible for free-reduced lunch and being a school in 
District C predicted decreasing implementation levels across the year while controlling 
for other predictors. Thus, although significant main effects suggested higher proportions 
of students eligible for free-reduced lunch and being a school in District C predicted 
higher levels of reported implementation, the significant interaction effects for these 
variables suggest predictions of decreasing levels of reported implementation across time. 
Other school demographic variables, staff size, membership in the other seven 
demonstration districts, coach training provided to schools, and previous FCAT 
performance did not differentially predict changing implementation levels across time. 
See Table 7d below for data on the extent to which each predictor entered into the 2-
Level model predicted pilot school reported implementation levels. 
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Table 7d 
Self Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation Multi-Level Model Data  2-Level Model Predicting Implementation  
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
Level 1     
  SAPSI Intercept 0.74        0.20       3.64*      <.01 
  Time (Slope) 2.41        0.89       2.70*      .01 
Level 2     
  Intercepts     
    School Size -0.00        0.00       -0.47      .64 
    Staff Size 0.01        0.01       1.12      .27 
    Proportion White Students Attending School 4.28        3.74       1.14      .26 
    Proportion Black Students Attending School 5.19        4.02      1.29      .21 
    Proportion Hispanic Students Attending School 4.13        3.94       1.05      .30 
    Proportion Asian Students Attending School 5.81        4.46       1.30      .20 
    Proportion Native American Students Attending School -12.39       22.06      -0.56      .58 
    Proportion Multiracial Students Attending School 0 . . . 
    Proportion Male Students Attending School -2.05        2.50       -0.82      .42 
    Proportion Students Eligible for Free-Reduced Lunch Attending School 1.00        0.47       2.12*      .04 
    Proportion English Language Learner Students Attending School -0.63        0.59       -1.08      .29 
    Proportion Students with Disabilities Attending School -1.98        1.43       -1.39      .18 
    District A Membership 0.12        0 31       0.38      .70 
    District B Membership 0.07        0.45       0.15      .88 
    District C Membership 0.70        0.30       2.36*      .02 
    District D Membership 0.01        0 21       0.03      .97 
    District E Membership -0.13      0.24       -0.54      .59 
    District F Membership -0.56        0.23       -2.42*     .02 
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Table 7d continued  
Self Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation Multi-Level Model Data  2 Level Model Predicting Implementation  
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
    District G Membership 0.18        0.23       0.78      .44 
    District H Membership 0 . . . 
    Average FCAT Baseline Score 0.01        0.00       1.12      .27 
Slopes     
    School Size*Time -0.00        0.00       -1.11      .27 
    Staff Size*Time 0.00        0.01       0.20      .84 
    Proportion White Students Attending School*Time 3.41        5.43       0.63      .53 
    Proportion Black Students Attending School*Time 2.84        5.94       0.48      .64 
    Proportion Hispanic Students Attending School*Time 5.27        5.90  0.89      .38 
    Proportion Asian Students Attending School*Time 1.59        6.23       0.25      .80 
    Proportion Native American Students Attending School*Time -16.68       30.75      -0.54      .59 
    Proportion Multiracial Students Attending School*Time 0 . . . 
    Proportion Male Students Attending School*Time 8.26        3.48       2.37*      .02 
    Proportion Students on Free-Reduced Lunch Attending School*Time -2.41        0.77       -3.12*     <.01 
    Proportion English Language Learner Students Attending School*Time -0.16        0.77       -0.21      .84 
    Proportion Students with Disabilities Attending School*Time 3.51        1.97       1.78      .08 
    District A Membership*Time -0.81        0.41       -1.98      .06 
    District B Membership*Time 0.79        0.65       1.21      .24 
    District C Membership*Time -1.39        0.53       -2.60*     .01 
    District D Membership*Time -0.34        0.41       -0.83      .42 
    District E Membership*Time 0.41        0.41       1.01      .32 
    District F Membership*Time 0.33        0.31       1.06      .30 
    District G Membership*Time -0.47        0.34       -1.37      .18 
    District H Membership*Time 0 . . . 
 
187 
187 
 
Table 7d continued  
Self Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation Multi-Level Model Data  2 Level Model Predicting Implementation  
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
    Proportion of Days SBLT Members Attended Training*Time -1.78        0.88       -2.02      >.05 
    Average FCAT Baseline Score*Time -0.01        0.01       -1.00       .33 
    Coach Provided Training Number*Time 0.05        0.05       1.13      .27 
    Coach Provided Training Hours*Time -0.03        0.02       -1.87      .07 
    Coach Provided TA Session Number*Time 0.02        0.01       1.70      .10 
    Coach Provided TA Session Hours*Time -0.00        0.00       -1.00      .32 
Note. * p<.05; df= 31. 
FCAT= Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test; SAPSI = Self-Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation; SBLT= School 
Based Leadership Team; TA= Technical Assistance. 
 
Random effects for intercepts and slopes were examined to determine if the 
average SAPSI item score significantly varied across schools and within schools across 
time respectively. Neither intercepts (Estimate=0.02, SE=0.02, z=1.05, p=.15) nor slopes 
(Estimate=0.01, SE=0.03, z=0.38, p=.35) significantly varied. These results indicated that 
neither the average item SAPSI score nor the change in scores over time significantly 
varied across participating schools. Because the model would not converge using an 
unstructured covariance matrix, the covariance between intercepts and slopes remained at 
zero.  
 Residual variance also was examined to determine the extent to which 
unexplained variance in reported implementation levels existed after adding predictors to 
the model. Residual variance was not significant in the full model (Estimate=0.03, 
SE=0.02, z=1.59, p=<.06) indicating that the multilevel model may have accounted for 
the majority of variance in implementation levels across schools and time nested within 
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schools. In addition, the amount of unexplained variance decreased each time predictors 
were added to account for implementation levels. The estimate of residual variance 
decreased from 0.31 in the unconditional model to 0.03 when all Level 1 and 2 predictors 
were included in the multilevel model. The decrease in residual variance suggests that the 
addition of variables across levels improved the predictive utility of the model. 
PS/RtI Implementation Levels Evident from Permanent Products 
 Assumptions. Assumptions of multilevel modeling procedures were examined 
before conducting inferential analyses. The normality assumption was examined for the 
Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist data from Year 1, and the Level 2 predictors 
to be entered into the model. Skewness and kurtosis values for the average item Tier I 
and II Critical Components Checklist score of educators were 0.65 and -0.57 respectively 
indicating a relatively normal distribution. Skewness values for Level 2 predictors ranged 
from -0.82 to 3.44 with the majority of estimates less than 2. Kurtosis values for these 
predictors ranged from -1.98 to 9.93. These two statistics indicated variability in the 
distribution of the data for Level 2 predictors. Given the relatively small sample size used 
to address this research question, the results of the multilevel modeling procedures 
described below should be interpreted with some caution (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). 
 The assumption that missing data were randomly distributed was examined next 
using the procedures described previously. Although the majority of data points were 
present, a few significant correlations as high as 1.0 (p<.01) among items within and 
across administrations of the Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist were found. 
These findings indicated that some missing data from the Tier I and II Critical 
Components Checklist were related resulting in a violation of the randomly distributed 
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missing data assumption. Given that multilevel models are sensitive to violations of this 
assumption, these findings provide additional evidence that results from the multilevel 
models procedures discussed below should be interpreted with caution (Raudenbush & 
Bryk, 2002). 
 Finally, the assumption that the data were nested was examined by calculating the 
ICC from the unconditional Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist model. The ICC 
estimate derived was .85 indicating a nested data structure. This statistic indicates that the 
assumption of nested data was met providing support for the use of multilevel modeling 
procedures.  
Descriptive Data. Implementation levels were derived by calculating the average 
score across items on the Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist. Average item 
scores were calculated for checklists completed assessing implementation for academic 
content areas only. These average Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist scores 
were calculated at the beginning, middle, and end of the year to determine what changes 
occurred in implementation levels. Scores were available for 61, 64, and 61 of the 
participating schools at the beginning, middle, and end of the year respectively. 
Checklists for the remaining 9 to 13 schools were not yet submitted at the time analyses 
were conducted. Missing checklists were from both pilot and comparison schools. The 
primary reasons for missing checklists were coach turnover (i.e., one coach moved prior 
to the conclusion of the school year) and incorrectly completed checklists (i.e., one coach 
submitted checklists that did not follow standardized procedures). Table 8a includes 
average Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist item score data as well as the 
number of pilot and comparison schools for which checklists were available. 
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Table 8a 
Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist Multi-Level Model Data  Descriptive Data from the Beginning, Middle, and End of 
Year 1 for the Total Sample and Pilot versus Comparison Schools 
Level 1 Variables n Mean (SD) Skewness Kurtosis
Average Item Score 186      0.47 (0.42)     0.65       -0.57 
  Beginning of Year 61        0.44 (0.40)     0.51       -0.89 
  Middle of Year 64        0.49 (0.44)     0.69       -0.56 
  End of Year 61          0.48 (0.43) 0.73       -0.40 
Average Item Score: Pilot versus Comparison Schools     
  Pilot Schools 103       0.63 (0.45)     0.11      -1.10 
    Beginning of Year 33          0.60 (0.44) -0.15 -1.26 
    Middle of Year 36          0.66 (0.47)     0.19       -1.14 
    End of Year 34        0.65 (0.47)     0.19       -1.05 
  Comparison Schools 83          0.26 (0.25) 0.71      -0.75 
    Beginning of Year 28        0.25 (0.24)     0.75       -0.34 
    Middle of Year 28          0.27 (0.27) 0.75       -0.79 
    End of Year 27        0.27 (0.26)     0.67       -0.96 
Note.  
 
Levels of implementation in participating schools increased slightly from the 
beginning (Mean=0.44; SD =0.40) to the middle (Mean=0.49, SD=0.44) of the year. A 
slight decrease occurred from the middle to the end (Mean=0.48, SD=0.43) of the school 
year; however, the level of implementation remained slightly higher than the beginning 
of the year. Descriptive data also were disaggregated by school status to examine 
implementation levels in pilot versus comparison schools. Implementation levels in pilot 
schools increased slightly from the beginning (Mean=0.60, SD=0.44) to the middle 
(Mean=0.66, SD=0.47) of the year. Consistent with the overall trend, a slight decrease in 
level occurred from the middle to the end (Mean=0.65, SD=0.47) of the year although the 
end of the year level remained higher than the beginning of the year. Comparison school 
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implementation data indicated lower levels of and smaller increases in PS/RtI 
implementation than in pilot schools. Implementation levels in comparison schools 
increased slightly from the beginning (Mean=0.25, SD=0.24) to the middle (Mean=0.27, 
SD=0.27) of the year. Products examined at the end of the year suggested that the 
implementation level remained the same from the middle to the end (Mean=0.27, 
SD=0.26) of the year. 
Descriptive data examined for the Level 2 variables to be entered into the model 
predicting implementation levels were calculated differentially for continuous versus 
categorical variables. Table 8b includes the means and standard deviations of continuous 
school level variables at the observation level (i.e., means and standard deviations take 
into account the number of schools for which data are available). Table 8c includes 
frequency data for school status and district membership (categorical variables). Overall, 
the data indicate variability in the school level variables (e.g., school demographics, staff 
size, district membership) associated with the 64 schools on which Tier I and II Critical 
Components Checklists were completed correctly during Year 1. 
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Table 8b 
Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist Multi-Level Model Data  Level 2 Continuous Predictor Descriptive Statistics  
Level 2 Predictors Mean (SD)a na  Skewnessb Kurtosisb
School Demographics     
  School Size 711.08 (224.92) 219 0.51        0.59 
  Staff Size 52.27 (15.85) 219 0.40        0.59 
  Proportion White Students 0.56 (0.28) 219 -0.82       -0.57 
  Proportion Black Students 0.25 (0.27) 219 1.38        0.68 
  Proportion Hispanic Students 0.13 (0.10) 219 1.47        1.67 
  Proportion Asian Students 0.02 (0.02) 219 2.19        5.56 
  Proportion Native Students 0.00 (0.00) 219 1.98        5.05 
  Proportion Multiracial Students 0.04 (0.02) 219 0.23       -0.77 
  Proportion Male 0 52 (0.03) 219 -0.81        3.07 
  Proportion Free-Reduced Lunch 0.52 (0.25) 219 -0.19       -1.10 
  Proportion English Language Learners 0.11 (0.13) 219 1.72        2.40 
  Proportion Students with Disabilities 0.17 (0.06) 219 0.41        0.54 
Average % SBLT Members Days Presentc 0.84 (0.11) 120 -0.10       -1.90 
Coaching Variables     
  Number Coach Trainingsc 2.73 (3.04) 80 2.22        5.02 
  Coach Training Hoursc 10.26 (10.83) 80 2.06        4.24 
  Number Coach Technical Assistance Sessionsc 12.14 (10.10) 80 1.75        3.07 
  Coach Technical Assistance Session Hoursc 28.68 (22.76) 80 1.71        3.08 
Average FCAT Score from Baseline Years 314.23 (19.68) 213 0.22       -0.48 
Previous Years Implementation Level 0.15 (0.20) 186 1.94        3.71 
Note. a n represents the number of observations with data associated with the corresponding variable. 
b Skewness and kurtosis values calculated from data across time points. 
c Means, SDs, and ns based on pilot school data entered. All comparison school values equal 0.  
FCAT=Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test; SBLT = School Based Leadership Team. 
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Table 8c 
Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist Multi-Level Model Data  Level 2 Categorical Predictors Descriptive Data  
Level 2 Predictors Frequencies (%)a Skewness Kurtosis 
School Status  -0.19       -1.98 
  Pilot School 120 (54.79) - - 
  Comparison School 99 (45.21) - - 
District Membership  - - 
  District A 18 (8.22) 3.06        7.45 
  District B 36 (16.44) 1.82        1.34 
  District C 24 (10.96) 2.52        4.37 
  District D 36 (16.44) 1.82        1.34 
  District E 36 (16.44) 1.82        1.34 
  District F 18 (8.22) 3.06        7.45 
  District G 36 (16.44) 1.82        1.34 
  District H 15 (6.85) 3.44        9.93 
Note. a Percent of observations in corresponding category is included in parentheses. 
 
Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist Multilevel Model Results. A 2-Level 
multilevel model was examined to determine what factors predicted PS/RtI 
implementation. The average item score on the Tier I and II Critical Components 
Checklist was entered as the dependent variable in the analysis. Time (i.e., beginning, 
middle, and end of the year Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist scores) was 
entered as the Level 1 predictor of implementation. Time was zero centered to facilitate 
interpretation of the results. 
Level 2 predictors included school level variables. School demographics (e.g., 
size, racial composition by group, poverty levels), staff size, district membership, the 
average proportion of SBLT members attending trainings, previous student performance, 
the amount of coaching received, previous years’ implementation level, and school status 
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were predictors entered at Level 2. All variables were entered into the model for the 
schools using the same procedures described for the previously examined models. 
Previous years’ implementation level, a predictor unique to this model, was calculated by 
averaging Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist scores across the three baseline 
years and data collection windows (i.e., one score was entered for each school). Using the 
steps discussed above to find a model that would converge, intercepts and slopes were 
allowed to vary; however, the covariance between intercepts and slopes remained at zero.  
 Prior to running the full 2-Level model, time was entered as a Level 1 predictor to 
determine if increases in implementation noted in the descriptive analyses were 
statistically significant. Time, when entered into the model without any Level 2 
predictors, did not significantly predict implementation (Estimate=0.02, t=0.95, p=0.34). 
These findings indicated that the slight increases in implementation noted from the 
beginning to the end of the school year did not occur beyond chance. When Level 2 
predictors were added into the model predicting reported implementation, no interaction 
effects between time and the predictors were found providing further evidence that time 
did not significantly contribute to the model.  
 Level 2 predictors entered into the model produced three significant main effects. 
Significant school level predictors of implementation were being a school in District D 
(Estimate=0.73, t=2.13, p=.04) or District G (Estimate=3.02, t=3.02, p<.01) counties and 
the average proportion of SBLT members attending trainings across all participating 
schools (Estimate=2.01, t=2.34, p=.02). These results indicated that being a school in 
District D or District G or having higher average proportions of SBLT members attend 
trainings predicted higher levels of implementation while controlling for other predictors. 
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No other main or interaction effects significantly contributed to the model. See Table 8d 
below for data on all predictors entered into the 2-Level model predicting implementation 
levels. 
Table 8d 
Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist Multi-Level Model Data  2 Level Model Predicting Implementation  
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
Level 1     
  Implementation Intercept 0.92        0.47       1.98      >.05 
  Time (Slope) -0.38        0.29       -1.32      .19 
Level 2     
  Intercepts     
    School Size 0.00        0.00       0.79      .43 
    Staff Size -0.01      0.01       -1.12      .27 
    Proportion White Students Attending School -3.94      5.10       -0.77      .44 
    Proportion Black Students Attending School -1.65        5.13       -0.32      .75 
    Proportion Hispanic Students Attending School -4.07        5.30       -0.77      .45 
    Proportion Asian Students Attending School -9.20        6.49       -1.42      .16 
    Proportion Native American Students Attending School -6.59        26.11      -0.25      .80 
    Proportion Multiracial Students Attending School 0 . . . 
    Proportion Male Students Attending School 2.95        2.75       1.07      .29 
    Proportion Students Eligible for Free-Reduced Lunch Attending School -0.50        0.64       -0.77      .44 
    Proportion English Language Learner Students Attending School 0.21        0.84       0.25      .80 
    Proportion Students with Disabilities Attending School -0.45      1.83       -0.25      .80 
    Pilot School Membership -1 36        0.79       -1.72      .09 
    District A Membership 0.44      0.37       1.17      .25 
    District B Membership -0.55        0.60       -0.93      .36 
    District C Membership -0.23        0.51 -0.45      .65 
    District D Membership 0.73        0.34       2.13*      .04 
 
 
196 
196 
 
Table 8d continued 
Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist Multi-Level Model Data  2 Level Model Predicting Implementation 
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
    District E Membership 0.25      0.38       0.66      .51 
    District F Membership 0 . . . 
    District G Membership 0.96        0.32       3.02*      <.01 
    District H Membership 0 . . . 
Coach Variables     
    Number of Trainings Provided 0.07        0.08      0.90      .37 
    Training Hours Provided -0.02        0.02       -0.83      .41 
    Number of Technical Assistance Sessions Provided 0.00        0.02       0.02      .98 
    Technical Assistance Hours Provided 0.01        0.01       0.47      .64 
Average Proportion of SBLT Members Attending Trainings 2.01        0.86       2.34*      .02 
Average FCAT Baseline Years Score 0.00        0.01       0.41      .68 
Previous Years Implementation Level -0.57        0.56       -1.01      .32 
Slopes     
    School Size*Time -0.00        0.00       -0.21      .84 
    Staff Size*Time 0.00        0.01       0.53      .60 
    Proportion White Students Attending School*Time 3.50        3.13       1.12      .27 
    Proportion Black Students Attending School*Time 2.78        3.14       0.88      .38 
    Proportion Hispanic Students Attending School*Time 3.92        3.29       1 19      .24 
    Proportion Asian Students Attending School*Time 5.26        3.89       1.35      .18 
    Proportion Native American Students Attending School*Time 10.54       16.86      0.63      .53 
    Proportion Multiracial Students Attending School*Time 0 . . . 
    Proportion Male Students Attending School*Time -1.67        1.68       -0.99      .32 
    Proportion Students on Free-Reduced Lunch Attending School*Time 0.15        0.42       0.35      .73 
    Proportion English Language Learner Students Attending School*Time -0 28        0.50       -0.56      .58 
    Proportion Students with Disabilities Attending School*Time 0.48        1.08       0.44      .66 
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Table 8d continued 
Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist Multi-Level Model Data  2 Level Model Predicting Implementation 
Predictors Estimate SE t p 
    Pilot School Membership*Time 0.82        0.46       1.77      .08 
    District A Membership*Time 0.01        0.23       0.06      .95 
    District B Membership*Time 0.19        0.36       0 52      .60 
    District C Membership*Time 0.06        0.39       0 14      .89 
    District D Membership*Time -0.25        0.20       -1.26      .21 
    District E Membership*Time -0.17        0.23       -0.77      .44 
    District F Membership*Time 0 . . . 
    District G Membership*Time -0.19        0.19       -1.01      .31 
    District H Membership*Time 0 . . . 
Coach Variables     
    Number of Trainings Provided*Time -0.03        0.06       -0.49      .62 
    Training Hours Provided*Time 0.01        0.02       0.66      .51 
    Number of Technical Assistance Sessions Provided*Time -0.01        0.02       -0.39      .70 
    Technical Assistance Hours Provided*Time -0.00        0.01       -0.05      .96 
Average Proportion of SBLT Members Attending Trainings*Time -0.91        0.50     -1.83      .07 
Average FCAT Baseline Years Score*Time -0.00        0.01       -0.28      .78 
Previous Years Implementation Level*Time 0.39        0.40       0.97      .33 
Note. *p<.05; df=67. 
FCAT= Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test; SBLT= School Based Leadership Team. 
 
 Random effects for intercepts and slopes were examined to determine if the 
average Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist item score significantly varied across 
participating schools and across time nested within schools respectively. Intercepts 
(Estimate=0.04, SE=0.02, z=1.96, p=.03) significantly varied while slopes 
(Estimate=0.01, SE=0.01, z=0.92, p=.18) did not. These resulted indicated that the 
average item Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist score level significantly varied 
across schools; however, the change in scores across the year did not significantly vary 
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across schools. Because the model would not converge using an unstructured covariance 
matrix, the covariance between intercepts and slopes remained at zero.  
 Residual variance also was examined to determine the extent to which 
unexplained variance in implementation levels existed after adding predictors to the 
model. Residual variance was significant in the full 3-Level model (Estimate=0.02, 
SE=0.01, z=2.76, p=<.01) indicating that the multilevel model did not account for all of 
the variance in implementation scores. However, the amount of unexplained variance 
decreased each time predictors were added to account for implementation levels. The 
estimate of residual variance decreased from 0.03 in the unconditional model to 0.02 
when all Level 1 and 2 predictors were included in the multilevel model. The decrease in 
residual variance suggests that the addition of variables across levels increased the 
predictive utility of the model. 
Summary of Results 
 The three research questions addressed examined the relationship between 
training and technical assistance and Year 1 outcomes targeted by the Project. Research 
question 1 investigated the relationship between training and technical assistance and the 
reported beliefs and perceived RTI-A and RTI-B skills of participating educators. One 
common variable associated with Project activities that significantly contributed to 
predictions of the average item scores on the Beliefs Survey and Perceptions of RtI Skills 
Survey (divided into RTI-A and RTI-B scores) was the interaction between SBLT 
membership (i.e., the group of educators who received 5 full day PS/RtI trainings from 
Project staff) and time. Regardless of the outcome measures used to address research 
question one, membership on an SBLT predicted increases in scores across the school 
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year while controlling for other variables. Working in a pilot school also contributed to 
the predictions of the average item scores for all outcome measures. The interaction 
between working in a pilot school and time significantly predicted increases in perceived 
RTI-A and RTI-B skills while controlling for other predictors. Although working in a 
pilot school did not predict increases over time in belief scores, the variable did predict 
higher levels of beliefs. 
 Project activity variables that contributed differentially to the three models used to 
address research question one were the interactions between time and the number of 
coach provide technical assistance sessions, the total hours of coach provided technical 
assistance sessions, and the average proportion of SBLT members present at Project 
trainings. The number of coach provided technical assistance sessions significantly 
predicted increasing beliefs scores form the beginning to the end of the year while 
controlling for other predictors. Conversely, the total hours of technical assistance 
sessions provided predicted decreasing belief scores. Neither interaction term 
significantly contributed to either of the perception of skills models. The proportion of 
SBLT members present at Project trainings predicted decreases in average RTI-A and 
RTI-B skill scores across the year while controlling for other predictors but did not 
significantly contribute to the beliefs model. 
 Research question two examined the relationship between training and technical 
assistance and the demonstrated skills of educators. Two variables associated with Project 
activities significantly contributed to the model predicting demonstrated skills. The main 
effect of time and the interaction between time and the average proportion of SBLT 
members predicted demonstrated skills while controlling for other predictors. The main 
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effect of time significantly predicted lower levels of demonstrated skills. Higher 
proportions of SBLT members attending trainings predicted decreasing skills across the 
year.  
 Finally, research question three examined the relationship between training and 
technical assistance and PS/RtI implementation. For the model examining self-reported 
implementation in pilot schools only, the main effect of time significantly contributed to 
predictions of reported implementation level. While controlling for other predictors, time 
significantly predicted increases in SAPSI average item scores across the year while 
controlling for other predictors. No variables associated with Project activities (i.e., the 
number or duration of coach provided trainings and technical assistance sessions, the 
average proportion of SBLT members attending Project trainings, nor the interactions 
among these variables and time) significantly contributed to the model.  
 The model examining implementation levels evident in permanent products from 
pilot and comparison schools produced one significant predictor associated with Project 
activities. The average percentage of SBLT members attending Project trainings 
significantly contributed to predictions of the average item score on the Tier I and II 
Critical Components Checklist. Higher proportions of SBLT members attending trainings 
predicted higher scores on the checklists while controlling for other predictors. No other 
predictors associated with Project activities (i.e., school status, the number or duration of 
coach provided trainings and technical assistance sessions, nor the interactions among 
these variables and time) nor the main effect of time significantly contributed to the 
model.  
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Chapter V: Discussion 
 
The three research questions addressed in this study examined the relationship 
between PS/RtI training and technical assistance and several Year 1 outcomes targeted by 
the PS/RtI Project. Specifically, Year 1 targets included the (1) beliefs and perceived 
skills (RTI-A and RTI-B) of educators exposed to a PS/RtI model, (2) the demonstrated 
skills of SBLT members receiving direct training from Project staff, and (3) 
implementation of a PS/RtI model with a particular focus on Tier I. Training and 
technical assistance provided to pilot schools to facilitate attainment of these goals 
occurred at two levels. These levels differed in terms of delivery and intensity.  
Project staff provided 5 full-day trainings on PS/RtI concepts and skills to SBLT 
members selected by each pilot school. These trainings occurred throughout the school 
year. Topics covered included the rationale for implementation, systems change 
principles, and the four steps of the PS/RtI model. Consistent with Showers, Joyce, and 
colleagues’ research on effective professional development models (Joyce & Showers, 
1996; Showers et al., 1987), Project staff delivering these trainings provided the rationale 
for each skill taught, modeled the skills, allowed SBLT members practice opportunities, 
and provided feedback following SBLT skill practice. 
PS/RtI Coaches provided the second level of training and technical assistance to 
pilot schools. PS/RtI Coaches engaged in supplemental training of SBLT members as 
well as training of pilot school staff members. PS/RtI Coaches were the primary 
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providers of technical assistance to SBLT members and pilot school staff as well. 
Because the Project adopted a systems change perspective based on the current literature 
(e.g., Curtis et al., 2008), the second level of training and technical assistance provided to 
pilot schools varied. PS/RtI Coaches were instructed to engage in training and technical 
assistance activities that matched the goals and needs of the schools they supported. 
Although the specific activities coaches engaged in differed across sites, Project staff 
trained the coaches to use the systems change and professional development models 
adopted by the Project to facilitate identification of school needs.  
The analyses conducted in this study were intended to provide information on the 
extent to which the two levels of PS/RtI training and technical assistance provided related 
to Year 1 targets identified by the Project. Interpretations of the findings discussed in the 
Results section were considered in the context of two factors. One factor that influenced 
interpretations was the quasi-experimental design used to address the research question. 
Although comparison schools were included in the design and attempts were made to 
measure differences between the services delivered to pilot versus comparison schools, 
Project staff could not control all the extraneous variables (see Johnson & Christensen, 
2004 for a discussion of quasi-experimental designs and extraneous variables) that could 
potentially impact the outcomes examined as part of this study (e.g., district provided 
training and technical assistance opportunities, policies and procedures across sites).  
Therefore, significant relationships between variables associated with PS/RtI training and 
technical assistance activities and Year 1 Project outcomes are not discussed in terms of 
cause and effect. Rather potential explanations for the findings are provided and 
discussed in the context of the current research-base supporting the findings.  
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The other factor impacting interpretations was that the study examined the 
relationship between PS/RtI training and technical assistance and outcomes at the end of 
the first year of a multi-year project. Previous attempts to implement a PS/RtI model 
suggest a minimum of 4-6 years is required for full implementation to occur (Batsche, 
Elliott, Schrag, et al., 2005). However, little is known about what incremental outcomes 
should be expected (e.g., expectations for progress at the end of the first year) to predict 
successful implementation in 4-6 years. Thus, in addition to considering the research 
design used and the current literature base, all findings should be considered preliminary 
and not be used to make summative statements regarding the effectiveness of the training 
and technical assistance provided. 
Given the quasi-experimental research design used and the preliminary nature of 
the study’s results, the discussion below is organized into six sections. First, potential 
explanations for the extent to which PS/RtI training and technical assistance activities 
related to Year 1 outcomes are discussed. Second, educator and school demographic 
variables relationships with Project outcomes are explored. Third, potential implications 
for future PS/RtI training, technical assistance, and other Project activities are provided. 
Fourth, potential implications for future research are explored. Fifth, limitations to the 
study conducted are discussed in terms of potential impact on the analyses conducted and 
interpretation of the results. Finally, general conclusions following Year 1 of the Project 
are provided. 
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Potential Explanations for Year 1 Findings 
Educator Beliefs and Perceived RtI Skills 
 Three multi-level models examined the relationships among educators’ beliefs 
and perceived skills (RTI-A and RTI-B) and PS/RtI training and technical assistance. 
PS/RtI training and technical assistance variables entered into the multi-level models 
included membership on a SBLT receiving training from Project staff, status as a pilot 
school receiving two levels of training and technical assistance from the Project, the 
number and duration (total hours) of coach provided training sessions at each school, the 
number and duration (total hours) of coach provided technical assistance sessions, and 
the average proportion of SBLT members who attended the 5 full-day trainings. The 
extent to which each of these variables contributed to predictions of the (1) overall levels 
of educator beliefs and perceived skills and (2) changes in these outcomes across time 
were examined to determine relationships. Variables that were related to changes from 
the beginning to the end of the year provided stronger evidence that Project activities 
related to the outcomes. 
Results of the multi-level models examined suggested some relationship between 
PS/RtI training and technical assistance activities and educator beliefs and perceived 
skills. Membership on a SBLT receiving 5 full-day trainings from Project staff was 
associated with increasing beliefs and perceived skills (RTI-A and RTI-B) core to a 
PS/RtI model. Status as a pilot school was related to increases in perceived skills (RTI-A 
and RTI-B) across the year. Although working in a pilot school did not predict increases 
over time in beliefs, the variable was positively related to a higher level of beliefs. Coach 
provided trainings (both the number of and duration) did not relate to educator beliefs or 
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perceived skills; however, coach provided technical assistance sessions related to 
educator beliefs. Higher numbers of coach provided technical assistance sessions 
received by a school was related to increasing beliefs of educators. Conversely, the total 
duration (hours) of the technical assistance sessions provided was related to decreasing 
beliefs across the year. Finally, higher average proportions of SBLT members attending 
the 5 full-day Project trainings predicted decreases in perceived skills (RTI-A and RTI-
B); however, SBLT attendance was not related to beliefs.  
The finding that membership on a SBLT was related to increases in beliefs and 
perceived skills (RTI-A and RTI-B) across the school year provides strong evidence for 
the relationship between PS/RtI training and technical assistance and these educator 
outcomes. Importantly, SBLT members received 5 full-day trainings across the year 
provided by Project staff. Project staff did not provide these trainings to other pilot school 
staff nor any comparison school educators. Although activities that occurred with SBLT 
members could not be controlled between trainings, the fact that SBLT membership 
predicted increasing beliefs and perceived skills when controlling for other variables 
suggests that the trainings may have contributed to increases beyond those noted for other 
educators (Refer back to Tables 3a, 4a, and 5a for changes in the average beliefs, 
perceived RTI-A skills, and RTI-B skills respectively).  
One hypothesis for the larger increases in beliefs and perceived skills observed for 
SBLT members is the intensity, focus, and format of the trainings. Five days of training 
across the school year resulted in approximately 35 hours of professional development 
targeting PS/RtI concepts and skills. The Day 1 training module provided at the 
beginning of the year included content that explicitly targeted the belief systems of SBLT 
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members. Activities, discussions, and content intended to review major concepts that 
focused on core beliefs were infused throughout the remaining four days of training. 
Days 2-5 of the SBLT trainings focused on the four steps of the problem solving process 
with applications to academic and behavioral content areas. The skills needed to 
complete the four steps were discussed, modeled, and participants provided opportunities 
to practice and receive feedback consistent with the professional development model 
espoused by Showers et al., (1987).  
Although the relationship between SBLT membership and the perceived skills of 
educators appears to be consistent with research demonstrating that a four-step 
professional development model impacts the skills of educators (Showers et al., 1987), it 
is less clear how consistent the findings regarding changes in SBLT members’ beliefs are 
with previous research. Parajes (1992) purports that educators develop their beliefs 
regarding student learning and practices early in their careers. Furthermore, Parajes 
contends that, once developed, the beliefs of educators are resistant to change. The 
finding that more years of experience significantly predicted decreasing beliefs across the 
year provides some evidence to support Parajes assertion. However, the fact that SBLT 
members’ beliefs, on average, increased from the beginning to the end of the year 
suggests that educator beliefs may be malleable.  
Guskey (1986) contents that educator attitudes change following practicing a new 
behavior, particularly when that behavior results in improved student outcomes. Although 
this study did not examine whether improvements in student outcomes occurred 
following Year 1 of the Project, SBLT members were provided with multiple 
opportunities to practice the skills on which they were trained as well as receive 
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corrective feedback on their performance. One hypothesis for the increases in beliefs 
observed for SBLT members, therefore, is that opportunities to practice and develop 
PS/RtI skills throughout the year and receive feedback on performance resulted in 
increases in beliefs. However, the relationship between increases in perceived skills and 
beliefs was not examined in this study. Additional research would be needed to determine 
if evidence to support this hypothesis exists.  
Another finding that provides evidence that PS/RtI training and technical 
assistance was related to educator beliefs and perceived skills involved the pilot school 
status variable. When controlling for other variables, pilot school educators reported 
higher increases of perceived skills (RTI-A and RTI-B) across the year than their 
comparison school counterparts (Refer back to Tables 4a and 5a for the average 
perceived RTI-A and RTI-B skills respectively reported by educators at the beginning 
and end of the year). Unlike membership on a SBLT, the activities that differentiated 
pilot versus comparison school membership were less clear. Project staff provided 5 full-
day trainings to SBLT members; however, the training and technical assistance provided 
by the PS/RtI Coaches varied across the 40 pilot schools. The content and quality of 
coach provided activities as well as what professional development activities SBLT 
members facilitated are less clear. Anecdotal reports from coaches suggest that 
presentations to staff regarding the rationale for the PS/RtI model, and technical 
assistance focusing on data-based decision-making skills and implementation of the 
model were common examples of coach delivered activities. Despite the lack of clarity 
regarding the specific activities that differentiated pilot versus comparison school 
membership, what is clear is that pilot schools received some level of training and 
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technical assistance from PS/RtI Coaches that was not received by comparison schools. 
Thus, the positive relationship between increases in educators’ perceived skills and 
working in a pilot school provides some additional evidence that PS/RtI training and 
technical assistance may have contributed to the positive outcomes.  
Working in a pilot school did not significantly relate to increases in educator 
beliefs; however, the variable was associated with higher levels of beliefs. In other words, 
pilot school educators did not report greater increases in beliefs but did report higher 
overall beliefs than their comparison school counterparts when controlling for other 
predictors. Higher beliefs among educators in pilot schools suggests that factors 
associated with these schools may have contributed to higher belief levels; however, it is 
more difficult to attribute these levels to PS/RtI training and technical assistance activities 
provided by the Project. Increases from the beginning to the end of the year coinciding 
with the introduction of Project activities would have provided more evidence for the 
contribution of PS/RtI training and technical assistance.  
Two variables that more directly assessed coaching activities related to educator 
beliefs. The number and duration of coach provided PS/RtI technical assistance sessions 
were related to increasing and decreasing beliefs respectively. The reason for the 
differential relationship between changes in beliefs and the number and hours of technical 
assistance provided is unknown. Anecdotal reports provided by Project staff and PS/RtI 
Coaches suggest that many educators needed to hear repeated, consistent messages for 
changes in beliefs to occur. Thus, one potential hypothesis for the finding of increased 
beliefs being associated with higher numbers of technical assistance sessions is that 
repeated exposure to consistent messages results in changes in beliefs.  
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Support for this hypothesis may be derived from research examining the impact of 
mass versus distributed practice. Years of research on teaching behaviors suggests that 
providing frequent opportunities to practice new behaviors within short time frames 
results in immediate proficiency; however, without additional opportunities to practice 
the new behavior may not be maintained (e.g., Lee & Genovese, 1988). Conversely, 
providing frequent opportunities to practice that are distributed throughout a longer time 
frame do not tend to provide as powerful immediate results but the results are more likely 
to be maintained. Although these findings were derived for behaviors, Guskey’s (1986) 
assertion that teacher’s beliefs can change following practice opportunities that facilitate 
the acquisition of new skills suggests that a link between increasing beliefs and frequent 
coaching opportunities may exist. If educators received frequent practice opportunities 
and perceived the need for less support to apply skills, then it is possible that a collateral 
effect may have occurred for beliefs. However, more information on the specific 
activities coaches engaged in and more research regarding the relationship between the 
beliefs and skills of educators is needed to evaluate this hypothesis. 
The number and duration of technical assistance sessions provided by coaches to 
schools was not significantly related to perceived skills. Coach provided trainings (both 
number and duration) were not significantly related to educator beliefs or perceived 
skills. One hypothesis for the lack of relationship noted is that indices beyond frequency 
and duration are required to adequately assess the role that coaching plays. Brown, Stroh, 
Fouts, and Baker (2005) reported that the literature on coaching that targets educational 
systemic reform is limited; however, the information that is available suggests that 
coaches need to possess diverse skill sets to be effective. Brown et al. report that effective 
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coaches are experts in their content area and possess strong consultation skills (e.g., ask 
questions, actively listen to stakeholders, create honest and trusting relationships, 
understand the importance of clients identifying their own problems). These findings 
suggest that the expertise of PS/RtI Coaches and their use of consultation skills should be 
examined in addition to indices of frequency and duration of coaching opportunities. 
PS/RtI Coaches received training on the PS/RtI model and consultation skills prior to 
Year 1; however, the models examined in this study did not include any coaching quality 
variables in the analyses. Therefore, the models may not have been sensitive to other 
dimensions of coaching beyond the frequency and duration of interactions with 
educators.  
Another potential hypothesis relates to the preliminary nature of the analyses ran. 
Brown et al. (2005) reported that research on effective coaching for systemic reform 
suggests that the initial goal of a coach should be to build trusting and strong individual 
relationships with staff prior to engaging in difficult reform efforts. Thus, determining 
what the goals of PS/RtI Coaches were during Year 1 in addition to examining quality 
indicators appear to be important when examining the relationship between coaching and 
outcomes targeted by the Project. Because implementation of a PS/RtI model takes 
multiple years, it is plausible that more coaching opportunities are required before 
relationships between coaching activities and outcomes can be detected. The models 
examined included data from the first year of a 3-year project. Data points from 
subsequent years may produce different results given more exposure to concepts and 
skills that occur through coaching. 
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The accuracy of the coaching data used in this analysis could be a third reason for 
the results. As was previously stated, the coaching data available for Year 1 was collected 
from December through May. Missing data on coaching activities form August through 
November could have masked differences in the relative status of schools in terms of 
exposure to PS/RtI coaching activities. In addition to missing data, the fact that PS/RtI 
Coaches self-reported their activities should be considered. Although the coaches were 
trained on how to code their activities, self-report data can be biased by a number of 
factors (e.g., social desirability, impression management) that should be considered when 
interpreting the data provided by the PS/RtI Coaches (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997).   
Finally, the average proportion of SBLT members who attended Project trainings 
was related to perceived skills. Higher SBLT attendance was related to decreasing 
perceived (RTI-A and RTI-B) skills across the year when controlling for other predictors. 
The reason for this relationship is unclear. More investigation of this relationship is 
needed to determine potential explanations for this finding. 
Educators’ Demonstrated Skills 
Membership on a SBLT was positively related to the beliefs and perceived skills 
of educators. Despite increases in beliefs and perceived skills observed for SBLT 
members, decreases in their demonstrated skills were observed. Skill assessments 
administered to the SBLT members following each day of training suggested that the 
average percent of points possible earned by SBLT members significantly decreased 
across the year. Although the decrease in possible points earned was significant, a few 
factors must be considered when interpreting these results.  
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Only skill assessments administered to SBLT members at the end of each training 
during Year 1 were examined. The skill assessment scores derived for each training 
represent average performance of SBLT members following training on and practice of 
the skills targeted. No baseline scores demonstrating the skills of SBLT members prior to 
training on the skills assessed were available. Thus, the scores across the year represent 
comparisons of the degree of mastery of the skills assessed following training each day 
rather than changes in their skills prior to and after receiving any Project delivered 
training. Given that the scores represent the degree of mastery demonstrated by SBLT 
members on the skills trained that day, one hypothesis for the decrease in performance 
across the year is that the skill assessments administered examined different steps of the 
PS/RtI model that may have varied in difficulty.  
Because the training focus shifted to different steps of the model across the year, 
skill assessments examined whatever skills were trained on that day. Thus, differences in 
scores may have been an artifact of the instrumentation rather than the skill development 
of the educators. In other words, differences in scores across the year may have been due 
to error variance associated with content sampling rather than differences in the trainings 
(i.e., the assessments were not controlled or equated for difficultly level; Anatasi & 
Urbina, 1997). For instance, SBLT members performed the highest on the skill 
assessment requiring educators to identify problems in a school from a sample data set 
(Day 2). Conversely, SBLT members scored the lowest on the skill assessments that 
required the educators to evaluate the extent to which example intervention plans 
included the components of a comprehensive plan (Day 4). The lack of baseline data on 
the educators’ skills as well as the differences in the skills assessed necessitates the 
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gathering of more information before determining likely reasons for the declines in 
performance. SBLT members possessing lower levels of skills in areas such as 
intervention planning prior to training, some skills being more difficult to master than 
others, and the quality of the training provided are all potential explanations for the 
results. These hypotheses need to be examined more thoroughly prior to determining 
likely reasons for the decreases in mastery noted from the beginning to the end of the 
school year.  
In addition to potential issues with the instrumentation used, the methodology 
used to address the research question also makes it difficult to tease out the relationship 
between PS/RtI training and technical assistance and demonstrated skills. The skill 
assessments used to address this question only were administered to SBLT members. The 
lack of a comparison group included in the analyses necessitates more caution when 
generating potential hypotheses for the results. Although including comparison schools in 
the analyses used to address research question one did not rule out the influence of 
extraneous variables, the finding that pilot school status was associated with increases in 
perceived skills provided stronger evidence for the potential impact of PS/RtI training 
and technical assistance. The lack of a comparison group included in the analyses of the 
demonstrated skills of educators does not rule out that the trainings were associated with 
decreases in skill mastery; however, it is more difficult to provide evidence that 
extraneous variables did not contribute to the findings. 
Implementation of a PS/RtI Model 
Similar to the demonstrated skills of SBLT members, the relationship between 
PS/RtI training and technical assistance and implementation of a PS/RtI model was 
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difficult to determine from the results of the multi-level models examined. Pilot schools’ 
self-reports of PS/RtI implementation significantly increased from the beginning to the 
end of Year 1. Although the pilot schools reported higher levels of implementation 
following one year of training and technical assistance, no variables assessing Project 
activities significantly contributed to the multi-level model examining the SAPSI results. 
Potential reasons for these findings include who completed the SAPSI and the preliminary 
nature of the analyses following Year 1. 
Comparison schools did not complete the SAPSI to provide self-reports of 
implementation. Project staff decided not to require comparison schools to complete the 
instrument because of the potential that discussions among comparison school educators 
while completing the instrument might lead to activities to facilitate increased 
implementation. This decision, however, made it more difficult to relate PS/RtI training 
and technical assistance occurring in pilot schools to the reported increases in 
implementation. Other factors such as district initiatives and policies and procedures 
introduced by the state, among others, could have contributed to the increases observed. 
In fact, some school demographic and district variables did significantly relate to 
implementation (potential explanations for these relationships are discussed below).  
In addition to only receiving SAPSI data from pilot schools, indicators of the 
frequency and duration of coaching activities did not significantly relate to increases in 
PS/RtI implementation. The number of and total hours of coach provided training or 
technical assistance sessions did not predict SAPSI score levels or increases across time. 
One potential explanation for non-significant relationships between coaching indicators 
and self-reported implementation is lower than optimal levels of power to detect 
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significant relationships in the statistical analyses. Level 1 (time) of the 2-Level multi-
level model examining SAPSI scores included 2 time points. Level 2 (school-level 
variables) consisted of 40 pilot schools. Raudenbush and Bryk (2002) suggest that higher 
numbers of Level 1 and 2 units increases the power available to detect relationships 
among variables entered into multi-level models, particularly for Level 2 units. Given the 
number of variables entered into the models in this study, more time points and schools 
included in the analyses may have increased the probability of detecting relationships 
among the variables, including the coaching indicators. In fact, p-values as low as .07 
were detected for coaching indicators given the power available in the analyses described 
above. It is plausible that more observations across units (particularly more schools) may 
have detected significant relationships among some of these variables that were not 
detected with the current power levels available.  
Other potential explanations for divergent coaching findings include the lack of 
coaching quality indices (as described by Brown et al., 2005) included in the model (see 
above for a discussion of this hypothesis) and the preliminary nature of the analyses 
conducted. Coaching on PS/RtI implementation issues may be related to higher levels of 
implementation as schools move beyond their first year. Perhaps coaching becomes more 
important to levels of implementation as schools begin to encounter more advanced 
implementation issues. Batsche, Elliott, Schrag et al.’s (2005) assertion that PS/RtI 
implementation takes 4-6 years suggests that schools will encounter myriad barriers to 
facilitating full implementation across the years. Brown et al.’s (2005) report on coaching 
for educational systemic reform suggests that coaching from PS/RtI experts may help 
reduce or eliminate these barriers as individual relationships with school staff develop.  
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Marston et al.’s (2003) discussion of some of the barriers to facilitating 
implementation of a PS/RtI model in the Minneapolis school district suggests that simply 
capitalizing on relationships may not be sufficient. Marston et al. described different 
approaches to providing training and follow-up support to schools attempting to 
implement the PS/RtI model over an 8-year period. Marston et al. described an initial 
approach to providing professional development that involved a cadre of three master 
trainers who provided both the training and ongoing support to schools. Strengths of this 
approach cited by the authors included a consistent message provided from individuals 
with expertise and experience implementing the model. The weakness of this approach 
was that the trainers had less time to support schools following trainings as schools were 
added. A second approach described by Marston et al. to provide additional support to 
schools was a trainer of trainers model. The authors reported training a set of additional 
trainers to provide more opportunities for schools to receive coaching on implementation 
issues. Marston et al. suggested that this approach allowed the trainers to capitalize on 
pre-existing relationships with school staff and engage in more frequent coaching; 
however, the possibility for inconsistencies in the professional development provided 
increased as trainers were added. Thus, both the relationship developed by PS/RtI 
Coaches and their knowledge and skills as coaches may be important when assisting 
schools confronting barriers to implementation. Analyses including data from subsequent 
years of the Project may help determine if this potential explanation is viable. 
Unlike reports provided by pilot schools, increases in PS/RtI implementation 
evident in permanent products were not significant. In addition, status as a pilot school 
nor the coaching indicators mentioned above significantly related to levels of or increases 
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in implementation. However, the average proportion of SBLT members attending the 5 
full-day trainings positively related to increases in implementation. One potential 
explanation for this relationship is degree of commitment by SBLT members being 
trained. SBLT attendance varied across trainings and schools suggesting that the 
individuals attending the training were not consistent across the year. It is plausible that 
more consistent attendance across members of the SBLT is an indicator of school 
commitment to PS/RtI implementation. In other words, schools with higher attendance 
across the year may have been more committed to implementation of a PS/RtI model than 
schools that had lower average attendance.  
The lack of relationship between pilot school status and coaching activities and 
PS/RtI implementation evident in permanent products may be explained by a number of 
factors. Potential explanations for the lack of relationship among these variables are 
similar to those provided above for the SAPSI model. Given the proposition that PS/RtI 
implementation takes multiple years (Batsche, Elliot, Schrag, et al., 2005), it is plausible 
that future increases in implementation might result in relationships with PS/RtI training 
and technical assistance indicator variables. The average level of implementation in pilot 
schools across the year was .66 out of a possible score of 2.0. These data suggest that 
schools, on average, only implemented a portion of the PS/RtI model during Year 1. If 
increases in implementation of a PS/RtI model occur following additional training and 
technical assistance, it is plausible that significant relationships between these Project 
activities and implementation would result. 
Lower than optimal levels of statistical power may have impacted the multi-level 
model as well. The 2-Level model predicting implementation as measured by the Tier I 
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and II Critical Components Checklist had three Level 1 units (i.e., time points) and 61 
Level 2 units (i.e., schools). Again, more time points and schools may have increased the 
probability of detecting significant relationships among variables. The interaction 
between pilot school status and time produced a p-value of .08 with the current number of 
units; however, interactions between coaching variables and time did not produce a p-
value of less than .5. Although it is impossible to tell exactly what impact more time 
points and schools would have had on the analyses, it is plausible that more statistical 
power, holding other variables constant, would have resulted in the detection of more 
significant predictors (Raudenbush & Byrk, 1992). 
Another potential explanation is the way in which the model predicting PS/RtI 
implementation evident in permanent products was constructed. The model examined 
included three time points that all occurred during Year 1 of implementation. The average 
level of the 3 previous years of implementation (i.e., one score that averaged the level of 
implementation across the three baseline years and all three data collection windows 
within those years) also was included in the model as a predictor. Importantly, the first 
time point from the August through December data collection window during Year 1 
reflected data from meetings that may have occurred following the first 2 days of training 
received by the SBLTs as well as 2-3 months of training and technical assistance 
provided by PS/RtI Coaches. Thus, pilot schools may have received information and 
support that impacted data collected during the first collection window. Constricting time 
in the model to Year 1 rather than including baseline time points as Level 1 units, 
therefore, may not have allowed the model to detect changes over time that may have 
occurred between the conclusion of the baseline years and the beginning of Year 1.  
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Other Variables Related to Year 1 Project Outcomes 
 PS/RtI training and technical assistance activities differentially related to the 
outcomes examined by the multi-level models. Several educator and school demographic 
variables entered into the models related to Year 1 Project outcomes as well. Educator 
variables were examined in models predicting the beliefs, and perceived and 
demonstrated (SBLT members only) skills of educators. Educator demographic variables 
examined were years of experience, highest degree earned, and position. Findings 
suggested that these demographic variables were differentially related by outcome 
measure. Years of experience related to the beliefs of educators in the sample. 
Specifically, educators with more years of experience tended to report lower levels of 
beliefs. Conversely, holding a higher degree was positively related to belief levels as well 
as perceived skills (RTI-A and RTI-B). The position an educator held also was related to 
beliefs and perceived skills. Holding a position as a special education teacher or 
administrator was associated with higher levels of beliefs and perceived skills. Holding a 
position as a general education teacher was associated with higher perceived skills while 
holding a position as a student service person was related to higher perceived RTI-B 
skills. Finally, holding a position as an administrator related to decreasing beliefs across 
time. Conversely, holding a position as a general education teacher, special education 
teacher or student support role was related to increasing demonstrated skills across the 
year. Years of experience or highest degree earned did not appear to be related to changes 
in any of the educator outcomes across the year. 
 Overall, these findings suggest that educator demographics may play differential 
roles in the beliefs, perceived skills, and demonstrated skills of educators. The finding 
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that more years of experience as an educator related to lower overall levels of beliefs. but 
not changes over time appears to be somewhat consistent with Parajes’ (1992) 
proposition that teachers develop beliefs early in their careers that are resistant to change. 
Educators with more years of experience in the sample appeared to hold beliefs more 
consistent with a traditional service delivery model than their counterparts with less 
experience. Importantly, the interaction between years of experience and time did not 
significantly contribute to the beliefs model suggesting that the observed changes in 
beliefs across the year did not relate to years of experience. Although the main effect 
observed for years of experience may have been a result of starting with lower belief 
levels than their counterparts with less years invested in the education system, it is 
important to note that the lack of interaction effect between years of experience and time 
suggests that is may be possible to change the beliefs of educators with more experience 
in the system.  
 Holding a higher degree also was positively related with belief levels as well as 
perceived skill (RTI-A and RTI-B) levels. These results suggest that educators with more 
education tended to posses higher levels of beliefs and perceived skills. One potential 
hypothesis for this finding is that the professional development received as part of pre-
service university training programs results in educators who are better prepared to 
deliver services consistent with a PS/RtI model. Another potential explanation is that the 
educators who seek out higher degrees are more willing to learn new skills than those 
who do not. Consistent with years of experience, earning a higher degree was not related 
to changes in beliefs or perceived skills over time. Thus, at least following 1 year of the 
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Project, the amount of education received by participants did not appear to be related to 
differential change in educator outcomes examined. 
 Holding certain positions also was differentially related to educator outcomes. 
Holding a position as an administrator, general education teacher, special education 
teacher, or student support person predicted higher levels of beliefs and/or perceived 
skills. One hypothesis for these findings is that different roles and responsibilities provide 
varying perspectives and opportunities for skill development. However, whether any 
differences in educator outcomes targeted by the Project remain as roles and 
responsibilities change as a function of implementation of PS/RtI remains to be seen. In 
fact, being an administrator significantly predicted decreasing beliefs while holding a 
position as a general education teacher, special education teacher or student support role 
was related to increasing demonstrated skills across the year. The reasons for these 
particular relationships are unclear and require further investigation to derive potential 
explanations. 
School level demographic variables also differentially related to educator and 
implementation outcomes examined in this study. Racial/ethnic composition related to 
the perceived skills of educators. The proportion of black, Hispanic, Asian, and Native 
American students attending the schools were positively related to perceived RTI-A 
and/or RTI-B skill levels. The proportions of these groups of students attending the 
schools were not associated with demonstrated skills nor implementation of a PS/RtI 
model. The proportions of white and multiracial students attending the schools were not 
related to any of the outcomes examined.  
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 The proportion of males and students eligible for free-reduced lunch also were 
related with some outcomes examined. The proportion of males attending the schools 
was associated with decreasing beliefs but increasing levels of self-reported 
implementation across the year. The proportion of students eligible for free-reduced 
lunch was associated with higher levels but decreasing self-reported implementation 
across the year. Results indicated that the proportions of ELL or ESE students attending 
the schools were not related to any outcomes examined in this study. 
 District membership appeared to be related to some outcomes as well. Working in 
a school in District E was related to lower levels of perceived skills but not beliefs or 
demonstrated skills. Nor was working in a school in District E associated with any 
changes in educator outcomes across the year. Being a school in District C was 
associated with higher levels of self-reported implementation but decreases in self-
reported implementation across the year. District F schools were associated with lower 
levels of self-reported implementation. Being a school in District D or District G was 
related to higher levels of evidence of implementation in permanent products. 
Membership in any the other district was not related to levels of or changes in educator or 
implementation outcomes. 
 Several potential hypotheses for the findings related to the school demographic 
variables exist. Higher levels of perceived skills among schools with higher proportions 
of minority students (i.e., black, Hispanic, Asian, and Native American) could be due to 
pre-existing experience with differentiated instructional techniques. Decreases in beliefs 
in schools with high proportions of male students and in reported implementation among 
schools with high proportions of student eligible for free-reduced lunch may be due to 
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difficulties in working with male students (i.e., male students tend to be 
disproportionately represented among students in high-incidence special education 
categories; Donovan & Cross, 2002) and better understanding of PS/RtI implementation 
requirements respectively. Differences in level and changes in implementation across the 
year related to district membership could be due to a number of factors such as district 
policies and procedures, data availability and technology to support graphing, among 
others. Anecdotal reports from Project staff and PS/RtI Coaches suggest that differences 
in such issues across districts are impacting implementation; however, more research is 
needed before these reports are confirmed. 
Implications for Future Project Activities 
 Given the quasi-experimental design used, the variability in the inclusion of 
comparison groups in the models, and the preliminary nature of the analyses conducted, 
the discussion above should be considered potential explanations of the relationships 
derived rather than cause-effect chains. Despite the need for caution, the results of this 
study may have implications for future Project implementation and evaluation activities. 
Year 1 PS/RtI training and technical assistance activities’ relationship with increases in 
educators’ beliefs and perceived skills suggest that activities focusing on these outcomes 
should continue. Batsche, Elliot, Graden, et al. (2005) report that educators must perceive 
the need for and that they have the skills and/or support to implement new practices prior 
to adopting them. Although increases in these outcomes occurred, mixed results 
regarding implementation were found. Pilot schools reported increases in implementation 
across the year, but these increases were not evident in permanent products from 
meetings where PS/RtI practices should have occurred. Given that self-report can be 
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biased (Anatasi & Urbina, 1997) and the issues discussed above regarding the 
construction of the model that used permanent products to measure implementation, more 
analysis is needed to determine the extent to which implementation increased across the 
year. 
 Regardless of the true amount of increases in implementation that occurred, it is 
clear that optimal levels of implementation were not evident from either data source. 
Activities specifically focusing on implementation issues (e.g., procedures, feedback on 
the extent to which the steps occurred accurately) should be considered to facilitate 
increases in implementation during Year 2; however, activities targeting beliefs and skills 
of educators should not be entirely abandoned. The assertion that educators must see the 
need and perceive they have the skills and/or support to implement the new model 
suggests that some activities targeting educators’ beliefs and skills core to a PS/RtI model 
may be required to facilitate continued increases in these outcomes. Continued increases 
in these consensus issues could result in increases in implementation in the future.  
In addition to the focus of PS/RtI training and technical assistance, the frequency 
and format in which they are delivered should be considered. Membership on a SBLT 
predicted increases in beliefs and perceived skills while pilot school status predicted 
increases in perceived skills from the beginning to the end of the year. The fact that 
SBLT membership predicted increasing beliefs and perceived skills and the estimate for 
perceived skill increases was higher than for pilot school status suggests that more 
intensive trainings may be an effective format to use when targeting educator outcomes. 
However, five full days of intensive PS/RtI training and technical assistance may not be 
realistic for all staff in a school. Thus, creative ways to provide professional development 
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in PS/RtI knowledge and skills may be required. The fact that the number of coaching 
sessions provided to schools positively predicted increases in beliefs across the year 
suggests that more frequent coaching interactions may be one methodology to consider. 
Strategies to facilitate increases in PS/RtI implementation should be considered as 
well. Neither pilot school status nor any coaching indicators were significantly related to 
increases in implementation evident from permanent product reviews conducted across 
Year 1. Project staff should consider a number of factors prior to making decisions 
regarding strategies to increase implementation based on these findings. The degree to 
which activities focus on beliefs, skills, implementation, and district issues, among 
others, will depend on answers to a number of questions. 
One issue to be addressed is the reason(s) for the decreasing trend in skill mastery 
demonstrated by SBLT members. Project staff should investigate the extent to which the 
decreasing trends were due to skill difficulty across training days, the effectiveness of the 
trainings, and/or the measurement tools and procedures used. Decreases due to skill 
difficulty would suggest the need to provide additional training targeting the skills with 
which the majority of educators struggled (e.g., Intervention Development and 
Implementation components). Conversely, decreases due to the effectiveness of the 
training would require that the frequency, format, and/or delivery of the trainings be 
addressed. The percent of points possible earned by SBLT members on the skill 
assessments administered at the end of Days 2, 3, and 5 approximated or exceeded 80%. 
SBLT members earned 54% of the points available on the Day 4 skill assessments 
measuring skills evaluating the extent to which intervention plans included the necessary 
components. These data suggest skills involved in the development of intervention plans 
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may have been more difficult for educators. Although more analysis of the potential 
factors contributing to the decreasing trend is necessary, these data suggest that Project 
staff should, at a minimum, consider revisiting the development of intervention plans in 
subsequent SBLT trainings.   
Another issue for Project staff to consider is how to facilitate increases in 
implementation of the PS/RtI model. One potential strategy would be to provide 
additional training to SBLT members on the steps of the PS/RtI model. After reviewing 
data from permanent product reviews following the first year of a state PS/RtI initiative, 
Callender (2006) reported that additional training on the steps of the PS/RtI model was 
provided during the second year in an effort to increase implementation. Following the 
provision of additional training, Callender reported increases in PS/RtI implementation 
from the previous year. This precedent for increasing implementation across a number of 
schools suggests that providing additional training focusing on the steps of the PS/RtI 
model may be an effective strategy for facilitating use of the model in schools. 
Importantly, Callender reported that the additional trainings were provided across a large 
number of schools suggesting that this approach may be an effective strategy to consider 
when attempting to scale-up implementation of the model. 
The provision of additional training to SBLT members could be followed up by 
additional opportunities for coaching. From December through May of Year 1, PS/RtI 
Coaches, on average, reported providing approximately 5 training sessions for a total of 
approximately 21 hours. PS/RtI Coaches, on average, reported approximately 24 
technical assistance sessions for a total of approximately 57 hours. Standard deviations 
for both training and technical assistance indicated high levels of variability across 
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coaches in the number and duration of the support provided. Although the number and 
duration of training and technical assistance sessions did not relate to implementation 
following Year 1 of the Project, potential power issues and the preliminary nature of the 
analyses necessitate that those findings be interpreted with caution. More opportunities to 
provide professional development to pilot school staff through coaching may result in 
increased PS/Rti implementation. 
Research from Showers, Joyce, and colleagues (Joyce and Showers, 1996; 
Showers et al., 1987) suggests that professional development that includes the rationale, 
modeling of skills, practice opportunities, and immediate corrective feedback results in 
implementation of new practices. As was previously stated, it is unclear the extent to 
which PS/RtI Coaches used this model when working with pilot school staff. It also is 
unclear what the focus of training and technical assistance was during Year 1. Project 
staff should investigate the extent to which PS/RtI Coaches used this model and what the 
foci of the sessions were in schools that demonstrate higher levels of implementation. In 
addition, Project staff should consider directing PS/RtI Coaches to use data on PS/RtI 
implementation to provide feedback following meeting in which PS/RtI practices were 
used. 
Providing performance feedback to teachers on implementation of interventions 
was one component that was associated with higher levels of integrity according to Noell 
and colleagues (Noell et al., 2002; Noell et al., 2005). As part of regular meetings to 
support teachers implementing interventions, Noell and colleagues provided feedback on 
the implementation of the interventions using permanent products generated as part of the 
plan. The permanent products were used to identify components of the intervention plan 
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implemented and provide assistance to improve integrity for components not 
implemented. Results of the studies suggested that performance feedback was an 
effective method for improving integrity. Although implementation of interventions is 
only one component of the PS/RtI model, the results could potentially generalize to other 
steps of the model.  
Finally, Project staff should investigate the extent to which district factors such as 
policies and procedures and support from district staff should be targeted. Being a school 
in several districts was associated with some educator and implementation outcomes. 
Most of the significant relationships between Year 1 outcomes and district membership 
occurred for overall levels; however, membership in one district was associated with 
decreasing levels of self-reported implementation across the year. These relationships 
suggest that Project staff should examine factors such as how district policies and 
procedures align with PS/RtI implementation, what professional development is available 
to schools, and what other district issues could potentially influence educator and 
implementation outcomes. Determining what factors may have an influence would be 
important to determining what steps would need to be taken when working with district 
personnel to support pilot schools. 
Potential Implications for Future Research 
 The potential implications for future Project activities discussed above are based 
on preliminary findings following Year 1. However, the preponderance of evidence 
suggests that education reform initiatives require years before full implementation occurs 
(e.g., Batsche, Elliott, Schrag, 2005; Brown et al., 2005, Sarason, 1990). Given the 
literature base on education reform, findings following Year 1 should continue to be 
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examined to determine how the relationships between PS/RtI training and technical 
assistance and educator and implementation outcomes change across time. In addition to 
continuing to monitor Year 1 findings in subsequent years of the Project, the results of 
this study suggest some other research questions that should be considered.  
 One component of PS/RtI training and technical assistance examined in this study 
was coaching. The number and duration of coach provided technical assistance received 
by schools differentially related to educator beliefs. Coach provided training and 
technical assistance did not relate to any other outcomes examined. Several potential 
explanations for these findings were discussed above. Research questions that would help 
address the extent to which those explanations are viable include: 
1) What specific coaching activities relate to educator and implementation activities?  
2) How do the consultation and PS/RtI knowledge and skills of PS/RtI Coaches 
relate to educator and implementation outcomes? 
Potential explanations for the educator outcomes associated with PS/RtI training 
and technical assistance also were provided. The beliefs, perceived skills, and 
demonstrated skills of educators were examined to determine what factors were related to 
levels of and changes in these outcomes. PS/RtI training and technical assistance 
appeared to be related to beliefs and perceived skills of educators but demonstrated skills 
decreased throughout the year. Questions remain, however, about how beliefs and 
perceived skills of educators interact to impact each other as well as whether the 
decreases in demonstrated skills were an artifact of measurement issues. To provide more 
information on what factors accounted for the results, the following research questions 
should be considered: 
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3) What is the relationship between educator beliefs regarding student learning and 
service delivery and skill development? 
4) What is the relationship between PS/RtI training and technical assistance and the 
demonstrated skills of educators on PS/RtI tasks controlled for difficulty level? 
Evidence for the relationship between PS/RtI training and technical assistance 
and implementation was mixed following Year 1. In addition to examining these 
relationships following subsequent years of the Project, other variables that may be 
associated with implementation should be considered. How implementation of a PS/RtI 
model relates to student and systemic outcomes also must be examined. Reform 
continues to be a focus in education because of the need to improve student academic and 
behavioral outcomes. Ultimately, the extent to which a PS/RtI model contributes to the 
education of students will be judged by the impact of implementation on important 
educational outcomes. Thus, questions to be addressed regarding the implementation of a 
PS/RtI model and its impact on educational outcomes include: 
5) How do educator beliefs and skills relate to implementation outcomes? 
6) How do educator beliefs, skills, and implementation levels relate to student and 
systemic outcomes? 
Limitations 
 A few limitations to the study must be considered when interpreting findings and 
considering their implications for future Project activities. First, the quasi-experimental 
design used in which demonstration sites (including pilot and comparison schools) were 
selected through a competitive application did not allow cause and effect relationships to 
be determined definitively. The lack of random assignment and control groups did not 
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allow extraneous variables beyond the training and technical assistance provided by the 
Project to be ruled out. In addition, comparison groups were not available for some 
models to differentiate outcomes for groups who received training and technical 
assistance versus those who did not. Although the quasi-experimental design did 
constrain the extent to which the author could determine cause and effect relationships, 
conducting pure experimental research tends to be unrealistic in school settings. Given 
the inherent difficulty in conducting pure experimental research in schools, the results of 
quasi-experimental studies such as this one should be considered when examining 
outcomes associated with large-scale initiatives. In fact, the external validity of the study 
may have been improved by attempting to select schools with some level of pre-existing 
capacity to support PS/RtI implementation rather than randomly assigning pilot or 
comparison school status to schools in Florida.  
 A second limitation to be considered is that the data collected for the analyses 
violated the multi-level model assumption that missing data were randomly distributed. 
Because multi-level models can be sensitive to violations of this assumption 
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 1992), the results must be interpreted with caution. Results of the 
analyses involving educators’ beliefs and perceptions of skills may have been impacted 
by the large number of missing surveys from comparison schools. Missing data from 
educators within schools also may have impacted the results of models examining 
educator outcomes. Missing Tier I and II Critical Components Checklists for some pilot 
and comparison schools as well as missing items within the checklists and SAPSIs may 
have subjected the implementation analyses to the same limitation.  
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 A related limitation involves the extent to which the training and technical 
assistance activities engaged in by PS/RtI Coaches were measured. Data on the number 
and duration of coach provided training and technical assistance sessions were collected 
but less is known regarding the specifics and quality of these activities. This lack of 
clarity makes it difficult to determine what types of activities related to the outcomes 
examined in this study. Information on the specific activities engaged in and the quality 
of these activities might be used to determine the extent to which differences in PS/RtI 
Coaches’ activities beyond frequency and duration relate to educator and implementation 
outcomes. 
Another limitation is that the analyses reflect findings from the first year of a 3-
year Project. The findings provided information on the preliminary relationship between 
PS/RtI training and technical assistance and educator and implementation outcomes. 
However, it is important that these results be considered in the context of research 
suggesting that PS/RtI implementation takes a minimum of 4-6 years (Batsche, Elliot, 
Schrag, et al., 2005). Given this timeline and other research suggesting that systemic 
reform is a multi-year process (e.g., Brown et al., 2005) the findings should continue to 
be examined to determine if the initial results are maintained.  
Conclusions 
  Analyses following the first year of a 3-year project to evaluate PS/RtI 
implementation in schools suggest some relationship between the PS/RtI training and 
technical assistance activities delivered and educator and implementation outcomes. 
PS/RtI training and technical assistance appeared to be positively related to increases in 
educators’ beliefs and perceived skills core to a PS/RtI model. Although increases in 
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these outcomes were observed, significant decreases in the demonstrated skills of SBLT 
members occurred. However, measurement issues regarding the difficulty of the skills 
assessed must be investigated prior to drawing any conclusions regarding the impact of 
trainings on skill development. Finally, preliminary data on implementation of a PS/RtI 
model suggested mixed results during Year 1. Pilot schools reported increases in PS/RtI 
implementation across the year; however, permanent product reviews did not reveal 
increases. In addition, variables associated with PS/RtI training and technical assistance 
provided by the Project did not relate to increases in implementation. Importantly, these 
findings represent results following Year 1 of the Project. All results discussed should be 
considered preliminary and continue to be examined following subsequent years.   
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TO: School Districts, State of Florida 
 
FROM: Florida Problem Solving/Response to Intervention Statewide Project 
 
SUBJECT: Problem-Solving/Response to Intervention (PS/RtI) Demonstration Site 
 Mini-Grant Application Procedures 
 
 
Background 
 
The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) and the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Improvement Act (IDEIA) of 2004 embrace the use of Problem-Solving and Response to 
Intervention (Instruction) (PS/RtI) to ensure that ALL students achieve state-approved 
grade-level benchmarks.  In addition, the PS/RtI method has become part of the 
eligibility requirements for students with disabilities (effective October 13, 2006).  The 
Florida Department of Education (FLDOE) has funded the Florida Problem-
Solving/Response to Intervention Project to ensure that all districts in Florida have access 
to high quality training in the skills necessary to implement this model.  The Florida 
Problem Solving/Response to Intervention Project is funded by a grant from the Florida 
Department of Education and is administered through the University of South Florida.   
 
The purposes of the FLDOE PS/RtI Project are twofold: 1) organize and deliver 
statewide training in PS/RtI and 2) evaluate the impact of the PS/RtI model on district, 
building and student outcomes.  The evaluation of the impact of PS/RtI will take place in 
pilot school sites in demonstration districts throughout Florida. 
 
Demonstration districts will be selected from among those districts completing a Mini-
Grant Application.  The purpose of this memo is to disseminate information regarding the 
Mini-Grant Application process. 
 
General Information 
 
Eligible Applicants: Any Florida public school district is eligible to apply to become a 
PS/RtI Demonstration District.  
 
Pilot Schools: Each district may request funding to support a maximum of six (6) pilot 
schools within the district. Proposed pilot schools within the district must house at least 
grades K-3. Demonstration districts may include Reading First schools, Positive Behavior 
Supports schools, or schools participating in other state or local initiatives.  The district 
must identify one (1) comparison school for each pilot school proposed in the application.  
The comparison school must contain the same grade levels and share similar student 
demographics as the pilot school(s).  The comparison school data will be used to compare 
the impact of the PS/RtI Project in schools with and without project implementation. 
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Start Date: It is estimated that initial implementation activities with the demonstration 
sites will begin in the spring of 2007, with full implementation starting with the 2007-
2008 school year. 
 
Application Deadline: Complete applications must be received by April 1, 2007. 
Mail the original and 5 copies to: Judith Hyde 
     University of South Florida 
     4202 E. Fowler Avenue, EDU 162 
     Tampa, FL 33620 
 
 No FAX or email copies of proposals will be accepted. 
 
Informational Meetings: All districts interested in completing a mini-grant application 
to become a demonstration district are invited to attend one of three 
orientation/informational meetings to be held in the north, central, and south regions of 
the state (see Appendix A). Each district may send up to three people, including the 
individual who will be primarily responsible for facilitating the grant writing team, one 
administrative representative from general education and one administrative 
representative from special education.   
 
Each meeting is scheduled from 9:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m.  The meeting agenda will include 
presentations on the Florida Problem Solving/Response to Intervention Project, the 
responsibilities of participating districts and procedures for completing the mini-grant 
application.  Mini-grant application requirements are described below.  District 
representatives are encouraged to review the application requirements prior to the 
meeting.  A question and answer (Q and A) session will be included in each meeting. 
 
NOTE:  Pre-registration is required in order to attend one of the Informational 
Meetings.  To pre-register, go to http://floridarti.usf.edu/biddersconference/, click on 
“Registration,” complete the form and click on “Submit Registration.”  If you encounter 
any difficulties with pre-registration, contact Judi Hyde at JHyde@tempest.coedu.usf.edu 
or 813-974-7448.   The schedule for these meetings is as follows: 
 
Monday, February 26 
Ft. Lauderdale 
Embassy Suites 
1100 Southeast 17th Street 
Directions: 
http://www.embassysuites.com/en/es/hotels/maps directions.jhtml?ctyhocn=FLLSOES 
954-527-2700 
 
Thursday, March 1 
Tallahassee 
Doubletree Hotel 
101 S. Adams St. 
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Directions: http://doubletree.hilton.com/en/dt/hotels/index.jhtml?ctyhocn=THLAPDT 
850-224-5000 
 
Monday, March 5 
Orlando 
Orlando Airport Marriott 
7499 Augusta National Drive 
Directions: http://marriott.com/property/propertypage/mcoap 
407-851-9000 
 
Attendance at one of the regional meetings is strongly encouraged but not required 
of districts planning to submit a mini-grant application. 
 
Contact Person: For more information about application procedures, contact Clark 
Dorman, Project Leader at Dorman@coedu.usf.edu or 813-391-3059. 
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Overview of the Demonstration Site Project 
 
The demonstration site component of the Statewide PS/RtI Project is designed to provide 
training, technical assistance and implementation support to individual schools within 
school districts.  Statewide Project staff will conduct the training, provide technical 
assistance and provide other training and implementation supports to the pilot schools.  
Pilot schools, in turn, will serve as evaluation sites to determine the impact of this project 
on student and other district and building outcomes. 
 
 The demonstration site component of the Project will rely on a “coaching” and “trainers” 
method for implementation.  State Project staff will serve as the “external coaches” to the 
schools.  Funding will be provided for districts to hire one “internal” coach for up to three 
(3) pilot schools.  Each school will create a “school-based” implementation team 
consisting of six to eight members that includes representatives of general education, 
special education, instructional support and student services. The building administrator 
must be included as a member of the team. Building teams will learn how to develop a 
building implementation plan.  The school-based team and the building coach will 
become “trainers” and “coaches” for the building staff and will be responsible for 
building-wide implementation.  
 
I. Services Provided to Demonstration Schools by the Statewide Project Staff 
 
1. Training and technical assistance for school-based teams to implement the 
Problem Solving/Response to Intervention model in pilot schools 
2. Funding for each selected demonstration district for up to two coaches (one for 
each three schools) to complement training and provide technical assistance to 
pilot school sites in implementing PS/RtI, data collection and analysis, and 
dissemination of student outcome data 
3. Training of and technical assistance and support for the coaches and building 
administrators 
4. Training, technical assistance and support for the use of school-based data to 
develop, implement and evaluate core, supplemental and intensive 
instruction/intervention 
5. Training and technical assistance in the use of technology to organize and display 
building, classroom and student-based data 
6. Training and technical assistance in the use of technology to monitor intervention 
implementation, support data-based decision making and track student progress 
7. Support integration of existing and potential state-level, district and school 
initiatives to facilitate implementation of DOE Strategic Imperative #3-Improve 
students’ rates of learning, and Strategic Imperative #5-Increase the quantity and 
improve the quality of education options 
8. Provide web-based programs to collect and organize data from the demonstration 
sites.  Internal coaches will be responsible for submitting demonstration site data 
to the web-based programs 
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II.  Expectations of Demonstration Districts and Pilot Sites 
 
Each demonstration district may identify up to six (6) pilot schools and an equal 
number of comparison schools within the district. In order to receive the services 
delineated above, districts and their pilot schools submitting an application under this 
project initiative must agree to the requirements set forth in “Commitments Needed 
for Success” in Appendix B. These include certain district- and school-level 
administrative, curricular, financial, and personnel commitments, as well as parent 
involvement, data collection and reporting requirements. 
 
Each proposed pilot school must have a comparison school that is similar to it on key 
demographic variables. Comparison schools will be asked only to participate in 
certain data collection activities, and must agree to participate in these activities. 
Coaches will support the collection of data in both pilot and comparison schools. 
 
 
III. Funding 
 
Each district may submit a mini-grant application for up to $100,000.00 per year in 
funding for a maximum of three years. The mini-grant is intended to support the 
employment of district-based coaches and training activities. Districts must commit to 
a minimum of three years of project implementation. Each application is for one year 
of funding.  Continuing applications will be required each year for years 2 and 3 of 
the funding cycle. Continuation of funding for years 2 and 3 will be contingent on 
fulfillment of expectations by the district and pilot and comparison schools. 
 
Mini-Grant Application Requirements 
 
Each proposal must address each of the five components specified below in a narrative 
format, in the order in which they are presented for a) the demonstration district, and b) 
each of up to six (6) proposed pilot schools within the district. The total narrative 
(excluding demographic data required in item 2 below) must be double-spaced, using a 
12-point font and should not exceed 25 pages in length. Documentation required in 1 and 
2 below should be included in appendices to the application and do not count against the 
25 page limit. 
 
 
1. District and Pilot Schools Commitment: 
Proposals must outline specific commitments to implementing PS/RtI as a way of 
work and the activities (i) the district, and (ii) pilot schools will carry out in order to 
meet the requirements specified in Appendix B. Letters of agreement/commitment 
from the following individuals must be included in the grant application. (See 
Appendix B for the minimum required content of these letters). 
a) District Superintendent 
b) Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction 
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c) Director of Elementary Education 
d) Director of Exceptional Student Education 
e) Director(s) of district/school-wide Reading First and Positive Behavior 
Support Programs (if applicable) 
f) Principal of each of the proposed pilot schools 
g) Principal of each comparison school to provide data requested by Project 
Staff 
 
 
2. District, Pilot and Comparison Schools Demographic Data: 
Proposals must include an outline of the 
a) District demographic data (see Appendix C- “Demonstration District 
Demographic Profile”) 
b) Each proposed pilot school’s demographic data (see Appendix D – 
“Demonstration Pilot School’s Demographic Profile”), and 
c) Each comparison school’s demographic data (see Appendix E-
“Comparison School Demographic Profile”) 
 
(Appendices C, D, and E outline the minimum required content for this section.) 
 
 
3. Statement of Need and Expected Outcomes: 
Proposals must, for each pilot school 
a) Describe the school’s needs (particularly student academic and/or 
behavioral needs) that will be addressed through participation in the 
PS/RtI project, including specific gaps, barriers, or weaknesses 
b) Indicate how implementation of the PS/RtI model would impact the 
academic and/or behavioral outcomes of students in each pilot school 
c) Identify measurable student and school outcomes, tied to the identified 
needs, that will result from participation as a pilot school site 
d) Identify outcomes for specific target populations or school goals, 
including over-representation of minority students in special programs, 
low-SES and LEP students and/or D/F school status 
 
 
4. District and Pilot Schools’ Experience with Initiatives and Programs: 
Proposals must describe the district’s and each pilot school’s current and/or previous 
level of involvement in and extent of implementation (e.g., beginning, intermediate, 
fully implementing) of academic and/or behavioral initiatives and programs (e.g., Just 
Read Florida, Positive Behavioral Support). Include information for any reading 
initiatives implemented within the last five years in the district and in each proposed 
pilot school. Specify any existing curriculum-based measures (e.g., DIBELS, CBM-
Math) or data collection tools (e.g., PMRN, SWIS, AIMSweb®) currently in use. In 
addition, discuss any involvement the district and each proposed pilot school has had 
with the following FLDOE projects/initiatives: 
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• Continuous Improvement Model (CIM) 
• Reading First 
• Just Read Florida 
• Voluntary Pre-K (VPK) programs 
• Positive Behavior Support 
• PS/RtI 
 
Describe any other educational reform initiatives or elements of the above initiatives 
in which the district or school has been involved within the past five years. 
 
 
5. District Personnel Resources and Technology: 
Proposals must, for the district and each proposed pilot school: 
a) Identify personnel (e.g., teachers, student support staff, and administrative 
staff) who will be assigned to this specific initiative at the district level 
and in each specific pilot school site; identify one coach for each three 
pilot schools 
b) Identify percent FTE each will be assigned 
c) Identify experience/qualifications to support implementation of the PS/RtI 
initiative 
d) Include a brief vita for each of the individuals identified as a potential 
coaches in (a) above in an appendix to the application 
e) Briefly describe the technology resources at the building or district levels 
that will be used in support of this initiative. In particular, describe any 
data management systems that will be used 
 
 (See Appendix B) 
 
 
The Application Process 
 
Only one (1) mini-grant application will be accepted from each district. 
 
The Application Packet should include: 
 
1) A Cover Letter from the District Superintendent indicating a desire for the 
district to participate in the PS/RtI Project 
 
2) The School District’s response to relevant components of the proposal as 
specified under Proposal Requirements: 
• Component 1 - District Commitment 
• Component 2 - District Demographic Data 
• Component 4 - District and School Experience with Initiatives and 
Programs 
• Component 5 - Personnel Resources and Technology 
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• Letters of Agreement/ Commitment as described above in sections 1.a) 
through 1.g) 
 
3) Pilot Schools’ Responses – A response for each proposed pilot school (up to 
six schools) to relevant components of the proposal as specified under 
Proposal Requirements: 
 
• Component 1 - Pilot School Commitment 
• Component 2 - Pilot School Demographic Data and Comparison 
School Demographic Data 
• Component 3 - Statement of Need and Expected Outcomes for the 
Pilot School 
• Component 4 - Pilot School’s Experience with Initiatives and 
Programs 
• Component 5 - Personnel Resources and Technology 
 
 
Proposal Evaluation Scoring Guide 
 
Total points awarded will be an important consideration in the selection of demonstration 
districts. However, it also is important that a diversity of students, schools, and districts 
be represented in the demonstration districts and their pilot schools. Therefore, after all 
applications have been evaluated against the criteria below and have received a final 
score of from 0 to 175, additional factors will be considered prior to the selection of sites. 
Districts and pilot schools will be selected to include sites that are diverse with respect to: 
 
1. Size of districts (i.e., small, medium, and large) 
2. Geographic location 
3. Student population demographics 
4. Inclusion of D/F schools 
 
The application from each district will be evaluated using the Proposal Evaluation 
Form according to the following criteria: 
 
1. District and Pilot Schools Commitment (50 points): The proposal 
demonstrates clear administrative, programmatic and fiscal commitment 
(including the required letters of commitment) to fully implementing PS/RtI 
and a capacity to fulfill the demonstration site’s requirements as outlined in 
Appendix B. (Note: District=20, mean rating across pilot schools = 30) 
 
2. District and Pilot and Comparison Schools’ Demographic Data (30 
points): The proposal provides detailed and current demographic data for the 
district and each proposed pilot school as required in Appendices C, D and E 
respectively. It provides a clear picture of the district’s and pilot and 
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comparison schools’ status on the indicators given. (Note: District=10, mean 
rating across pilot schools =15, mean rating across comparison schools =5) 
 
3. Statement of Need and Expected Outcomes (35 points): The proposal 
clearly defines each pilot school’s needs that will be addressed through 
participation as demonstration sites and provides convincing evidence that 
without assistance from the project, these needs would not be met. The 
proposal also delineates projected student and school outcomes, including 
outcomes for specific target populations that: a) are measurable, b) are clearly 
linked to the identified needs, and c) that demonstrate an increased capacity to 
support students’ academic and behavioral performance in the general 
education environment. (Note: Mean rating across pilot schools=35) 
 
4. District and School Experience with Initiatives and Programs (20 points): 
The proposal describes in detail the level of district and school involvement in 
academic and/or behavioral initiatives and programs, resulting in a 
comprehensive picture of the district’s and each pilot school’s current 
systemic capacity. (Note: District=10, mean rating across pilot schools =10) 
 
5. District Personnel Resources and Technology (15 points). The proposal 
clearly identifies personnel assigned to the PS/RtI initiative at a) the district 
level, and b) each proposed pilot school site and the percent FTE each is 
assigned to the initiative. It provides a clear picture of personnel qualifications 
and experience to support implementation of PS/RtI. Technology resources 
and a data management system to support the initiative at the district and 
school site level are clearly delineated. (Note: District = 6, mean rating 
across pilot schools =9) 
 
6. Inclusion of D/F Schools (25 points). D or F schools are represented among 
the proposed pilot school sites. 
 
Total Possible Score = 175 points 
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APPENDIX A 
 
PS/ RtI Regional Areas 
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APPENDIX B 
 
Commitments Required for Success 
 
Demonstration District Administration will commit to: 
 
1. Developing and implementing a plan to ensure that general education, special 
education and other program personnel work together at the district level to 
effectuate the successful implementation of PS/RtI in the district pilot schools 
2. Assigning district personnel with the requisite qualifications and experience to the 
PS/RtI initiative to support district coordination and implementation of the 
initiative across the pilot school sites 
3. Putting in place a district-level leadership team to help pilot schools with the 
implementation of the PS/RtI initiative 
4. Implementing evidenced-based practices to support learning of all students, 
including those at risk and ESE students, to achieve AYP and Florida’s A+ 
Education Plan 
5. Designating funds/resources to implement research-based supplemental instruction 
and interventions to support students who do not attain expected grade-level 
outcomes in reading and math 
6. Designating resources to adequately support PS/RtI implementation at both the 
district and pilot school level, including faculty and staff, time, materials for 
screening, assessment and interventions, and financial support for scientifically-
based progress monitoring software (e.g., AIMSweb® or DIBELS) 
7. Providing funds/resources (including time) for professional development of 
district-level personnel and pilot school teachers and staff in PS/RtI, data collection 
and management, data analysis and interpretation 
8. Having in place the technological resources and infrastructure, including personnel, 
and a data management system to ensure ease of access to student performance 
data by school level and project personnel and to support the PS/RtI initiative 
9. Providing access to district and state-level student performance data for school-
level and project reporting purposes 
10. Developing and implementing a plan to ensure parent involvement with PS/RtI 
efforts at the district and pilot school levels 
11. Reviewing the district’s policies and procedures for general and exceptional 
student education to ensure that they are consistent with PS/RtI 
 
Pilot School Principal and Administrative Team will commit to: 
 
1. Implementing PS/RtI as a way of work at the pilot school site 
2. Assigning personnel with the requisite qualifications and experience to the PS/RtI 
initiative to support its implementation at the school site 
3. Putting in place a school leadership team that is representative of the school’s 
grade level faculty, support staff and parents (consisting of individuals with 
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collective knowledge and experience in leadership, curriculum, data-based 
decision-making and systems change) 
4. Being active participants in the school leadership team (attend PS/RtI trainings 
and team meetings) 
5. Providing for a regularly scheduled time and place for team meetings 
6. Securing agreement from the school faculty to commit to PS/RtI Project Initiative 
training and practices (including identification and selection of appropriate 
scientifically-based interventions, continuous monitoring of student progress and 
the systematic review of academic and discipline data for decision-making) 
7. Developing and implementing a plan to ensure that general education, special 
education and other program personnel work together to effectuate the successful 
implementation of PS/RtI at the pilot school site 
8. Allocating required resources (funds, designated time, staff) to facilitate 
professional development of teachers and other professional personnel at the 
school site 
9. Working collaboratively with the Project Coach and Regional Coordinator in 
implementing PS/RtI at the school site 
10. Providing dedicated time and resources for the Project Coach to work with 
classroom teachers and other school-based support personnel (as needed) to 
effectively support PS/RtI implementation at the school site 
11. Allocating required personnel and other resources (e.g., teachers, administrative 
staff, time, materials ) for full implementation of PS/RtI at the school site 
12. Having in place adequate technology infrastructure and a data management 
system to support the PS/RtI initiative at the pilot school site 
13. Reallocating resources based on data outcomes 
14. Budgeting funds for PS/RtI supplies, materials, travel and substitutes for team 
trainings/meetings, etc. 
 
School Leadership Team will commit to: 
 
1. Implementing a team-based, problem-solving process to provide interventions for 
all students at the universal, targeted and intensive levels 
2. Participating in PS/RtI trainings and networking meetings 
3. Working collaboratively with the Project Coach and Regional Coordinator (as 
needed) to effectively implement PS/RtI at the school site 
4. Meeting on a regular basis at specified times for school leadership team meetings 
5. Collecting and using student outcome data for decision-making purposes 
6. Working collaboratively with parents to ensure their involvement in PS/RtI 
planning, training and implementation activities 
7. Using and submitting required student performance and other data (e.g., 
satisfaction surveys) 
8. Developing an annual action plan for PS/RtI activities based on analysis of 
collected data 
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APPENDIX C 
 
District Demographic Data Outline 
 
1. Total student enrollment 
 
2. Student enrollment 
? By grade level 
? By race/ethnicity 
? By SES (use eligibility for free and reduced lunch) 
 
3. Number and percent (of student population) of LEP students  
? Overall 
? By grade level 
 
4. Number and percent of students with disabilities (elementary level) 
? By grade 
? By race/ethnicity 
? By disability type 
? Analysis of disproportionality in the identification of students eligible for 
special education, if available 
 
5. Student performance on FCAT in reading and  mathematics 
? For all elementary level students 
o By grade level 
o By race/ethnicity 
? For elementary level students with disabilities 
o By grade level 
o By race/ethnicity 
o By disability 
? For LEP students 
o By grade level 
 
6. Percent of students (at elementary level) who attained AYP in AY 2004-05 and AY 
2005-06 
? overall 
? by grade level 
? by race/ethnicity 
? SES 
? LEP status 
 
7. Number and percent of students retained in grade 3 based on performance on FCAT 
reading in 
? AY 2004-05 
? AY 2005-06 
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APPENDIX D 
 
Pilot School Demographic Data Outline 
(To be completed for each Proposed Pilot School) 
 
1. Grade levels served (school site must at least house grades K – 3) 
 
2. Total student enrollment (report number and percent) 
? By grade level 
? By race/ethnicity 
? By SES (based on eligibility for free and reduced lunch) 
 
3. Number and percent (of student population) of LEP students 
? Overall 
? By grade level 
 
4. Number and percentage of students with disabilities 
? By grade level 
? By disability type 
? By race/ethnicity 
? Analysis of disproportionality in the identification of students as eligible for 
special education, if available 
 
5. Number and percent of students placed in ESE in AY 2004-05 and AY 2005-06 
? By grade level 
? By disability type 
? By race/ethnicity 
 
6. Educational environment/least restrictive environment data for students with 
disabilities 
? By grade level 
? By disability type 
? By race/ethnicity 
? Analysis of disproportionality in placement of students, if available 
 
7. Title I status (non-Title I, Title I targeted assistance, or Title I school-wide) 
 
8. Student performance on FCAT in reading and mathematics 
? For all students 
• By grade level 
• By race/ethnicity 
? For students with disabilities 
• By grade level 
• By race/ethnicity 
• By disability 
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? Analysis of performance gap between students with and without disabilities 
 
9. Percent of students who attained AYP in AY 2004-05 and AY 2005-06 for reading 
and mathematics 
? overall 
? by grade level 
? by race/ethnicity 
? SES 
? LEP status 
 
10. Number and percent of students retained in Grade 3 based on performance on FCAT 
reading in 
? AY 2004-05 
? AY 2005-06 
 
11. School Grade (i.e., A through F) assigned by FLDOE based on 2005-06 school year: 
_____ 
 
12. Does your school currently have or ever had a Reading First Grant? 
_____Yes  _____No 
 
13. Does your school have a positive behavior support (PBS) program in place? 
____ Yes  ____No 
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APPENDIX E 
 
Comparison School Demographic Data Outline 
(To be completed for each Comparison School) 
 
1. Identify pilot school for which school will serve as comparison 
 
2. Grade levels served (school site must at least house grades K – 3) 
 
3. Total student enrollment (report number and percent) 
? By grade level 
? By race/ethnicity 
? By SES (based on eligibility for free and reduced lunch) 
 
4. Number and percent (of student population) of LEP students 
? Overall 
? By grade level 
 
5. Number and percentage of students with disabilities 
? By grade level 
? By disability type 
? By race/ethnicity 
? Analysis of disproportionality in the identification of students as eligible for 
special education, if available 
 
6. Number and percent of students placed in ESE in AY 2004-05 and AY 2005-06 
? By grade level 
? By disability type 
? By race/ethnicity 
 
7. Educational environment/least restrictive environment data for students with 
disabilities 
? By grade level 
? By disability type 
? By race/ethnicity 
? Analysis of disproportionality in placement of students, if available 
 
8. Title I status (non-Title I, Title I targeted assistance, or Title I school-wide) 
 
9. Student performance on FCAT in reading and mathematics 
? For all students 
• By grade level 
• By race/ethnicity 
? For students with disabilities 
• By grade level 
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• By race/ethnicity 
• By disability 
? Analysis of performance gap between students with and without disabilities 
 
10. Percent of students who attained AYP in AY 2004-05 and AY 2005-06 for reading 
and mathematics 
? overall 
? by grade level 
? by race/ethnicity 
? SES 
? LEP status 
 
10. Number and percent of students retained in Grade 3 based on performance on FCAT 
reading in 
? AY 2004-05 
? AY 2005-06 
 
11. School Grade (i.e., A through F) assigned by FLDOE based on 2005-06 school year: 
_____ 
 
12. Does your school currently have or ever had a Reading First Grant? 
_____Yes  _____No 
 
13. Does your school have a positive behavior support (PBS) program in place? 
_____Yes  _____No
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Proposal Evaluation Scoring Guide 
 
Total points awarded will be an important consideration in the selection of demonstration 
districts.  However, it also is important that a diversity of students, schools, and districts 
be represented in the demonstration districts and their pilot schools.  Therefore, after all 
applications have been evaluated against the criteria below and have received a final 
score of from 0 to 175, additional factors will be considered prior to the selection of sites.  
Districts and pilot schools will be selected to include sites that are diverse with respect to: 
 
1. Size of districts (i.e., small, medium, and large), 
2. Geographic location,  
3. Student population demographics 
4. Inclusion of D/F schools 
 
Evaluate the application from each district on the Proposal Evaluation Form according 
to the following criteria: 
 
1. District and Pilot Schools Commitment (50 points):  The proposal demonstrates 
clear administrative, programmatic and fiscal commitment (including the required 
letters of commitment) to fully implementing PS/RtI and a capacity to fulfill the 
demonstration site’s requirements as outlined in Appendix B. (Note: District=20, 
mean rating across pilot schools = 30) 
 
2.  District and Pilot and Comparison Schools’ Demographic Data (30 points):  
The proposal provides detailed and current demographic data for the district and 
each proposed pilot school as required in Appendices C, D and E respectively.  It 
provides a clear picture of the district’s and pilot and comparison schools’ status 
on the indicators given. (Note: District=10, mean rating across pilot schools =15, 
mean rating across, comparison schools =5) 
 
3.  Statement of Need and Expected Outcomes (35 points):  The proposal clearly 
defines each pilot school’s needs that will be addressed through participation as  
      demonstration sites and provides convincing evidence that without assistance 
from the project, these needs would not be met.  The proposal also delineates 
projected student and school outcomes, including outcomes for specific target 
populations  that:  a) are measurable, b) are clearly linked to the identified needs, 
and  c) that demonstrate an increased capacity to support students’ academic and 
behavioral  performance in the general education environment.(Note: Mean 
rating across pilot schools=35) 
 
4.  District and School Experience with Initiatives and Programs (20 points):  The 
proposal describes in detail the level of district and school involvement in 
academic and/or behavioral initiatives and programs, resulting in a comprehensive 
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picture of the district’s and each pilot school’s current systemic capacity. (Note: 
District=10, mean rating across pilot schools =10) 
 
5.  District Personnel Resources and Technology (15 points). The proposal clearly 
     identifies personnel assigned to the PS/RtI initiative at a) the district level, and 
     b) each proposed pilot school site and the percent FTE each is assigned to the  
     initiative. It provides a clear picture of personnel qualifications and experience  
     to support implementation of PS/RtI. Technology resources and a data 
management system to support the initiative at the district and school site level 
are clearly delineated (Note: District = 6, mean rating across pilot schools =9)  
 
6.  Inclusion of D/F Schools (25 points).  D or F schools are represented among the 
proposed pilot schools sites. 
 
Total Possible Score = 175 points 
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Proposal Evaluation Form 
 
School District: ____________________ Reviewer: ____________________ 
 
Date of Review: ____________________ 
 
Refer to the Proposal Evaluation Scoring Guide for an explanation of factors to be 
considered in evaluating each of the following areas: 
 
1. District and Pilot Schools Commitment  
 (Total Possible Points = 50) 
    
  District Rating (0 to 20 Points) _____ 
 
  Pilot Schools (0 to 30 Points Each) 
1. _____ 
2. _____ 
3. _____ 
4. _____ 
5. _____ 
6. _____ 
 
Mean Pilot School Rating (0 to 30 Points) _____ 
 
Subtotal Points Awarded (District plus Mean Pilot Schools) =   
 
 Comments: 
 
 
 
 
2. District and Pilot and Comparison Schools’ 
 Demographic Data (Total Possible Points = 30) 
 
 District Rating (0 to 10 Points) _____ 
 
 Pilot Schools (0 to 15 Each)  Comparison Schools (0 to 5 Each) 
1. _____     1.  _____ 
2. _____     2.  _____ 
3. _____     3.  _____ 
4. _____     4.  _____ 
5. _____     5.  _____ 
6. _____     6.  _____ 
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 Mean Pilot School Rating (0 to 15)  _____ 
 Mean Comparison School Rating (0 to 5)  _____ 
 
 Subtotal Points Awarded (District, plus Mean Pilot, plus mean Comp) =  
 
 Comments: 
 
 
 
3. Statement of Need and Expected Outcomes  
 (Total Possible Points = 35) 
 
 Pilot School Ratings (0 to 35 Each): 
1. _____ 
2. _____ 
3. _____ 
4. _____ 
5. _____ 
6. _____ 
 
 Subtotal Points Awarded (Mean Rating for Pilot Schools) =    
 
 Comments: 
 
 
 
4. District and School Experience with Initiatives 
 and Programs (Total Possible Points = 20) 
 
 District Rating (0 to 10 Points) _____ 
 
 Pilot School Ratings (0 to 10 Points Each): 
1. _____ 
2. _____ 
3. _____ 
4. _____ 
5. _____ 
6. _____ 
 
 Mean Pilot School Rating (0 to 10) _____ 
 
 Subtotal Points Awarded (District plus Mean for Pilot Schools) =   
 
 Comments: 
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5. District Personnel Resources and Technology 
 (Total Possible Points = 15) 
 
 District Rating (0 to 6 Points) _____ 
 
 Pilot  School Ratings (0 to 9 Points Each): 
1. _____ 
2. _____ 
3. _____ 
4. _____ 
5. _____ 
6. _____ 
 
 Mean Pilot School Rating (0 to 9) _____ 
 
 Subtotal Points Awarded (District plus Mean for Pilot Schools) =  
 
 Comments: 
 
 
 
6.  Inclusion of D/F Schools 
 (Total Possible Points = 25) 
 
 Subtotal Points Awarded =         
 
 
Total Application Points Awarded: 
 
Criterion Area  
 
1. _____ 
2. _____ 
3. _____ 
4. _____ 
5. _____ 
6. _____ 
 
 
TOTAL POINTS AWARDED (0 to 175) = 
 
 
SIZE OF DISTRICT (Small, Medium, Large) _________ 
GEOGRAPHIC REGION    _________  
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Project Administration 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 9/30/07) 
Year 2 
(8/1/07-7/31/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
1. Infrastructure • Hired personnel • As Needed • As Needed • As Needed • As Needed 
 - Project Leaders 
7/06 
    
 - Graduate 
Assistants 8/06 
    
 - Program 
Evaluator 8/06 
    
 - Technical 
Support 8/06 
    
 - 3 Regional 
Coordinators 1/07 
    
 - Program 
Assistant 3/07 
    
 • Coaches 
hired/identified by 
districts 6/07 
    
 • DOE Leadership 
team identified 6/07 
    
 • Personnel 
Evaluations 6/07 
• Personnel 
Evaluations 6/08 
• Personnel 
Evaluations 6/09 
• Personnel 
Evaluations 6/10 
• Personnel 
Evaluations 6/11 
2. District Finance 
& Administration • Minigrants     
 - Establish 
application 
process 1/07 
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Project Administration 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 9/30/07) 
Year 2 
(8/1/07-7/31/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
 - Conduct Bidder’s 
Conferences 2-
3/07 
    
 - Review 
District/school 
applications and 
select districts 
4/07 
    
 • Establish contracts 
5-7/07 
• Establish contracts 
5-7/08 
• Establish contracts 
5-7/09 
  
 • Establish billing 
schedule and 
criteria for district 
payments 6/07 
•  •    
  • Reapplication 
process 
• Reapplication 
process 
  
  - Develop 
Application 
Protocol 3/08 
- NA   
  - Notify districts 
3/08 
- Notify districts 
3/09 
  
  - Review 
reapplications 
4/08 
- Review 
reapplications 
4/09 
  
  - Finalize renewal 
of  district/school 
grants 5/08 
- Finalize renewal 
of district/school 
grants 5/09 
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Project Administration 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 9/30/07) 
Year 2 
(8/1/07-7/31/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
3. DOE 
Submissions & 
Reports 
• Quarterly reports 
3/31, 6/30, 9/30, 
12/31 
• Quarterly reports 
3/31, 6/30, 9/30, 
12/31 
• Quarterly reports 
3/31, 6/30, 9/30, 
12/31 
• Quarterly reports 
3/31, 6/30, 9/30, 
12/31 
• Quarterly reports 
3/31, 6/30, 9/30, 
12/31 
 • Renewal of DOE 
grant 6/06 
• Renewal of DOE 
grant 6/07 
• Renewal of DOE 
grant 6/08 
• Renewal of DOE 
grant 6/09 
• Renewal of DOE 
grant 6/10 
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Training and Technical Assistance 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 6/30/07) 
Year 2 
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
1. Training • Gather/review 
modules from other 
states 3/07 
    
 • Conduct Regional 
Coordinators 
Coaching Training 
6/07 
    
 • Develop coaches’ 
training modules – 
Year 1, 6/07 
    
 • Organize summer 
training for coaches 
6/07 
• Deliver 5-day 
coaches training 
7/9-13/07 
• Deliver 5-day 
coaches training 
7/08 
• Deliver 5-day 
coaches training 
07/09 
 
 • Develop Needs 
Assessment 
(school sites) 6/07 
• Conduct Needs 
Assessment 
(school sites) 8/07 
• Conduct Needs 
Assessment 
(school sites) 8/08 
• Conduct Needs 
Assessment 
(school sites) 8/09 
 
  • District- and 
school-based 
personnel trainings 
– Session 1 
• District- and 
school-based 
personnel trainings 
– Session 1 
• District- and 
school-based 
personnel trainings 
– Session 1 
 
  - Develop school- 
and district-
based personnel 
training modules 
for first 3 days – 
Year 1 08/07 
- Develop school- 
and district-
based personnel 
training modules 
for first 3 days – 
Year 2 08/08 
- Develop school-
and district- 
based personnel 
training modules 
for first 3 days – 
Year 3 08/09 
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Training and Technical Assistance 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 6/30/07) 
Year 2 
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
  - Schedule and 
arrange training 
sessions for each 
district – Session 
1 07/07 
- Schedule and 
arrange training 
sessions for each 
district – Session 
1 07/08 
- Schedule and 
arrange training 
sessions for each 
district – Session 
1 07/09 
 
  - Deliver Session 1 
training (3 days) 
– 09/07 
- Deliver session 1 
training (3 days) 
– 09/08 
- Deliver session 1 
training (3 days) 
– 09/09 
 
  • District- and 
school-based 
trainings – Session 
2 
• District- and 
school-based 
trainings – Session 
2 
• District- and 
school-based 
trainings – Session 
2 
 
  - Develop school- 
and district-
based personnel 
training modules 
for day 4 
(session 2) – 
Year 1 12/07 
- Develop school- 
and district-
based personnel 
training modules 
for day 4 
(session 2) – 
Year 2 12/08 
- Develop school- 
and district-
based personnel 
training modules 
for day 4 
(session 2) – 
Year 3 12/09 
 
  - Schedule and 
arrange training 
sessions for each 
district – Session 
2 11/07 
- Schedule and 
arrange training 
sessions for each 
district – Session 
2 11/08 
- Schedule and 
arrange training 
sessions for each 
district – Session 
2 11/09 
 
  - Deliver Session 2 
training (1 day) – 
1/08 
- Deliver Session 2 
training (1 day) – 
1/09 
- Deliver Session 2 
training (1 day) – 
1/10 
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Training and Technical Assistance 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 6/30/07) 
Year 2 
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
  • District- and 
school-based 
training – Session 
3 
• District- and 
school-based 
training – Session 
3 
• District- and 
school-based 
training – Session 
3 
 
  - Develop school-
and district-
based personnel 
trainings for day 
5 (Session 3) – 
Year 1 3/08 
- Develop school-
and district-
based personnel 
trainings for  day 
5 (Session 3) – 
Year 1 3/09 
- Develop school-
and district-
based personnel 
trainings for day 
5 (Session 3) – 
Year 1 3/10 
 
  - Schedule and 
arrange training 
sessions for each 
district – Session 
3 1/08 
- Schedule and 
arrange training 
sessions for each 
district – Session 
3 1/09 
- Schedule and 
arrange training 
sessions for each 
district – Session 
3 1/10 
 
  - Deliver Session 3 
training (1 day) 
3/08 
- Deliver Session 3 
training (1 day) 
3/09 
- Deliver Session 3 
training (1 day) 
3/10 
 
  • Organizing summer 
training for coaches 
6/08 
• Organizing summer 
training for coaches 
6/09 
  
  • Develop coaches’ 
training modules – 
Year 2, 6/08 
• Develop coaches’ 
training modules – 
Year 3, 6/09 
  
  • Supplemental 
trainings for new 
personnel – As 
Needed 
• Supplemental 
trainings for new 
personnel – As 
Needed 
• Supplemental 
trainings for new 
personnel – As 
Needed 
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Training and Technical Assistance 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 6/30/07) 
Year 2 
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
2. Technical 
Assistance 
N/A • Monthly regional 
TA meetings with 
coaches facilitated 
by Regional 
Coordinators 
• Monthly regional 
TA meetings with 
coaches facilitated 
by Regional 
Coordinators 
• Monthly regional 
TA meetings with 
coaches facilitated 
by Regional 
Coordinators 
 
  - Schedule and 
arrange TA 
sessions with 
coaches – by the 
15th of preceding 
month 
- Schedule and 
arrange TA 
sessions with 
coaches – by the 
15th of preceding 
month 
- Schedule and 
arrange TA 
sessions with 
coaches – by the 
15th of preceding 
month 
 
  - Determine TA 
focus/content for 
sessions  
- Determine TA 
focus/content for 
sessions  
- Determine TA 
focus/content for 
sessions  
 
  - Deliver TA 
session 
- Deliver TA 
session 
- Deliver TA 
session 
 
  • Quarterly district 
TA meetings with 
district leadership 
and coaches 
facilitated by 
Regional 
Coordinators 
• Quarterly district 
TA meetings with 
district leadership 
and coaches 
facilitated by 
Regional 
Coordinators 
• Quarterly TA 
meetings with 
district leadership 
and coaches 
facilitated by 
Regional 
Coordinators 
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Training and Technical Assistance 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 6/30/07) 
Year 2 
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
  - Schedule and 
arrange TA 
sessions with 
district team 
members and 
coaches – 
Schedule first 
meeting at AO 
meetings 06/07, 
schedule next 3 
at 09/07 meeting, 
attempt to 
schedule first 
meeting for Year 
3 at fourth 
quarter meeting 
- Schedule and 
arrange TA 
sessions with 
district team 
members and 
coaches – 
Schedule last 3 
quarterly 
meetings at first 
quarter meeting, 
attempt to 
schedule first 
meeting for Year 
4 at fourth 
quarter meeting 
- Schedule and 
arrange TA 
sessions with 
district team 
members and 
coaches – 
Schedule last 3 
quarterly 
meetings at first 
quarter meeting 
 
  - Determine TA 
focus/content for 
sessions  
- Determine TA 
focus/content for 
sessions  
- Determine TA 
focus/content for 
sessions  
 
  - Deliver TA 
session 
- Deliver TA 
session 
- Deliver TA 
session 
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Training and Technical Assistance 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 6/30/07) 
Year 2 
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
  • Weekly TA 
meetings with 
school-based 
leadership 
facilitated by 
coaches (Regional 
Coordinator 
attendance 
optional) 
• Weekly TA 
meetings with 
school-based 
leadership 
facilitated by 
coaches (Regional 
Coordinator 
attendance 
optional) 
• Weekly TA 
meetings with 
school-based 
leadership 
facilitated by 
coaches (Regional 
Coordinator 
attendance 
optional) 
 
  - Schedule and 
arrange TA 
sessions with 
school-based 
teams  
- Schedule and 
arrange TA 
sessions with 
school-based 
teams 
- Schedule and 
arrange TA 
sessions with 
school-based 
teams  
 
  - Determine TA 
focus/content for 
sessions  
- Determine TA 
focus/content for 
sessions  
- Determine TA 
focus/content for 
sessions  
 
  - Deliver TA 
session 
- Deliver TA 
session 
- Deliver TA 
session 
 
  • Quarterly statewide 
coaches meetings 
• Quarterly statewide 
coaches meetings 
• Quarterly statewide 
coaches meetings 
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Training and Technical Assistance 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 6/30/07) 
Year 2 
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
  - Schedule and 
arrange TA 
sessions with 
coaches – 
Immediately 
following 
scheduling of 
quarterly district 
leadership 
meetings 
schedule 
quarterly 
meetings for 
coaches for 
remainder of year 
- Schedule and 
arrange TA 
sessions with 
coaches – 
Immediately 
following 
scheduling of 
quarterly district 
leadership 
meetings 
schedule 
quarterly 
meetings for 
coaches for 
remainder of year 
- Schedule and 
arrange TA 
sessions with 
coaches – 
Immediately 
following 
scheduling of 
quarterly district 
leadership 
meetings 
schedule 
quarterly 
meetings for 
coaches for 
remainder of year 
 
  - Provide 
technology 
training and 
determine other 
TA focus/content 
for sessions  
- Provide 
technology 
training and 
determine other 
TA focus/content 
for sessions 
- Provide 
technology 
training and 
determine other 
TA focus/content 
for sessions 
 
  - Deliver TA 
session 
- Deliver TA 
session 
- Deliver TA 
session 
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Training and Technical Assistance 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 6/30/07) 
Year 2 
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
 • Check with district 
leadership teams at 
AO meetings 
regarding 
possibility of having 
a statewide 
meeting of district 
leadership teams 
• Statewide district 
leadership 
meetings? 
• Statewide district 
leadership 
meetings? 
• Statewide district 
leadership 
meetings? 
 
 • Ask school 
administrators 
about helpfulness 
of district and/or 
regional school 
administrator 
meetings 
• Regional school 
administrator 
meetings? 
• Regional school 
administrator 
meetings? 
• Regional school 
administrator 
meetings? 
 
 279 
 
Communications 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 6/30/07) 
Year 2 
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
1. Quarterly 
Newsletter • Developed plan for distribution – 5/07  • Contact Project staff for newsletter 
content and 
commitments to 
write sections 
(Judi)– 08/01/07, 
11/01/07, 02/01/08, 
05/01/08 
• Contact Project 
staff for newsletter 
content and 
commitments to 
write sections 
(Judi)– 08/01/08, 
11/01/08, 02/01/09, 
05/01/09 
• Contact Project 
staff for newsletter 
content and 
commitments to 
write sections 
(Judi)– 08/01/09, 
11/01/09, 02/01/10, 
05/01/10 
• Contact Project 
staff for newsletter 
content and 
commitments to 
write sections 
(Judi)– 08/01/10, 
11/01/10, 02/01/11, 
05/01/11 
 • Write and distribute 
first newsletter – 
6/15/07 
• Project staff writes 
and sends sections 
to Judi for 
preparation – 
09/01/07, 12/01/07, 
03/15/08, 06/01/08 
• Project staff writes 
and sends sections 
to Judi for 
preparation – 
09/01/08, 12/01/08, 
03/15/09, 06/01/09 
• Project staff writes 
and sends sections 
to Judi for 
preparation – 
09/01/09, 12/01/09, 
03/15/10, 06/01/10 
• Project staff writes 
and sends sections 
to Judi for 
preparation – 
09/01/10, 12/01/10, 
03/15/11, 06/01/11 
  • Dissemination of 
newsletter to 
stakeholder groups 
(see 
Communication 
Matrix; Judi) – 
09/15/07, 12/15/07, 
03/15/08, 06/15/08 
• Dissemination of 
newsletter to 
stakeholder groups 
(see 
Communication 
Matrix; Judi) – 
09/15/08, 12/15/08, 
03/15/09, 06/15/09 
• Dissemination of 
newsletter to 
stakeholder groups 
(see 
Communication 
Matrix; Judi) – 
09/15/09, 12/15/09, 
03/15/10, 06/15/10 
• Dissemination of 
newsletter to 
stakeholder groups 
(see 
Communication 
Matrix; Judi) – 
09/15/10, 12/15/10, 
03/15/11, 06/15/11 
2. Weekly Email 
Updates • Developed plan for distribution 5/07 • Contact Project staff for email 
update content 
(Judi) – Monday of 
each week 
• Contact Project 
staff for email 
update content 
(Judi) – Monday of 
each week 
• Contact Project 
staff for email 
update content 
(Judi) – Monday of 
each week 
• Contact Project 
staff for email 
update content 
(Judi) – Monday of 
each week 
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Communications 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 6/30/07) 
Year 2 
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
  • Suggestions for 
content to Judi – 
Wednesday of each 
week 
• Suggestions for 
content to Judi – 
Wednesday of each 
week 
• Suggestions for 
content to Judi – 
Wednesday of each 
week 
• Suggestions for 
content to Judi – 
Wednesday of each 
week 
  • Email update 
written and 
distributed to 
stakeholders (see 
Communications 
Matrix; Judi) – 
Thursdays of each 
week) 
• Email update 
written and 
distributed to 
stakeholders (see 
Communications 
Matrix; Judi) – 
Thursdays of each 
week) 
• Email update 
written and 
distributed to 
stakeholders (see 
Communications 
Matrix; Judi) – 
Thursdays of each 
week) 
• Email update 
written and 
distributed to 
stakeholders (see 
Communications 
Matrix; Judi) – 
Thursdays of each 
week) 
3. Website • Initial website 
created and 
operational – 03/07 
• Review and revise 
website content by 
15th of each month 
(Judi) 
• Review and revise 
website content by 
15th of each month 
(Judi) 
• Review and revise 
website content by 
15th of each month 
(Judi) 
• Review and revise 
website content by 
15th of each month 
(Judi) 
 • Content updated 
periodically 
    
 • Redesign of 
website started 
    
 • Create plan for 
review and update 
of website – 5/07 
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Communications 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 6/30/07) 
Year 2 
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
4. List Serves •  Plan developed for 
creation of list 
serves – 5/07 
•  Create list serves 
(see 
Communications 
Matrix; Judi) – 
07/08 
•  Update list serves 
(see 
Communications 
Matrix; Judi) – 
07/09
•  Update list serves 
(see 
Communications 
Matrix; Judi) – 
07/10
•  Update list serves 
(see 
Communications 
Matrix; Judi) – 
07/11
5. Boilerplate 
Articles • Make contacts with state associations 
by 6/15/07 (see 
Communications 
Matrix; Judi) 
• Determine focus of 
annual article and 
identify author – 
5/01/08 
• Determine focus of 
annual article and 
identify author – 
5/01/09 
• Determine focus of 
annual article and 
identify author – 
5/01/10 
• Determine focus of 
annual article and 
identify author – 
5/01D/11 
 • Send article 
providing 
overview of 
Project and 
demonstration 
districts to state 
associations by 
6/30/07  (see 
Communications 
Matrix; Mike) 
• Write and send 
articles to Judi – 
6/1/08 
• Write and send 
articles to Judi – 
6/1/09 
• Write and send 
articles to Judi – 
6/1/10 
• Write and send 
articles to Judi – 
6/1/11 
  • Disseminate 
articles to 
stakeholders – 
6/15/08 
• Disseminate 
articles to 
stakeholders – 
6/15/09 
• Disseminate 
articles to 
stakeholders – 
6/15/10 
• Disseminate 
articles to 
stakeholders – 
6/15/11 
6. Statewide 
PS/RtI 
Conference 
 • Create Conference 
Planning Team 
10/07 
• Develop plan for 
statewide 
conference – 11/08
• Develop plan for 
statewide 
conference – 11/09
• Develop plan for 
statewide 
conference – 11/10
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Communications 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 6/30/07) 
Year 2 
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
7.   • Develop plan for 
statewide 
conference – 11/07 
•  •  •  
  • Schedule and 
organize statewide 
conference  
• Schedule and 
organize statewide 
conference 
• Schedule and 
organize statewide 
conference 
• Schedule and 
organize statewide 
conference 
  • Hold conference – 
6/08? 
• Hold conference – 
6/09? 
• Hold conference – 
6/10? 
• Hold conference – 
6/11? 
8. Other 
Conferences 
 • Team participation 
in Innovations 
Conference – 09/07 
• Team participation 
in Innovations 
Conference – 09/08
• Team participation 
in Innovations 
Conference – 09/09
• Team participation 
in Innovations 
Conference – 09/10
  •  • Develop 
comprehensive 
conference 
presentation paln 
with DOE staff 7/07 
•  •  
  • Present at AMM – 
09/07 
• Present at AMM – 
09/08 
• Present at AMM – 
09/09 
• Present at AMM – 
09/10 
  • Discussion of 
priorities for 
presentation of 
Project information 
– 11/07 
• Discussion of 
priorities for 
presentation of 
Project information 
– 11/08 
• Discussion of 
priorities for 
presentation of 
Project information 
– 11/09 
• Discussion of 
priorities for 
presentation of 
Project information 
– 11/10 
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Communications 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 6/30/07) 
Year 2 
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
8. Collaboration 
with other State 
Projects 
• On-going meetings 
held with FCRR, 
PBS, and VPK 
• Continue on-going 
meetings with 
FCRR, PBS, and 
VPK 
• Continue on-going 
meetings with 
FCRR, PBS, and 
VPK 
• Continue on-going 
meetings with 
FCRR, PBS, and 
VPK 
• Continue on-going 
meetings with 
FCRR, PBS, and 
VPK 
  • Have Project 
Leadership Team 
meeting to discuss 
collaboration with 
other State Projects 
– 09/07 
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Evaluation 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 6/30/07) 
Year 2 
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
1. Planning • Drafted evaluation 
plan – 12/06 
• Review and 
update evaluation 
plan – 6/08 
• Review and 
update evaluation 
plan – 6/09 
• Review and 
update evaluation 
plan – 6/10 
 
2. Instrumentation • Gathered 
instruments from 
other states’ 
evaluation models 
– 4/07 
    
 • Developed drafts of 
measures (see 
Evaluation Tool 
List) – 5/07 
• Finalize drafts of 
evaluation 
measures (see 
Evaluation Tool 
List) – 7/07  
• Revise and/or 
develop new 
evaluation 
measures – 7/08 
• Revise and/or 
develop new 
evaluation 
measures – 7/09 
 
 • Complete Expert 
Validation Panel 
process for Project 
participant surveys 
(see Evaluation 
Tool List) – 6/07 
    
 • Complete 
Validation Panel 
Process for parent 
survey & RtI Needs 
Assessment – 
06/07 
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Evaluation 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 6/30/07) 
Year 2 
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
  • Pilot test 
instruments 
developed and 
revised as 
needed – 7/07 
   
 • Complete web-
based databases  – 
6/07 
• Update web-based 
data-bases (As 
Needed 
• Update web-based 
data-bases (As 
Needed 
• Update web-based 
data-bases (As 
Needed 
• Update web-based 
data-bases (As 
Needed 
 - School level data     
 - Training survey 
data 
    
 - Training/TA logs     
 - Student level 
outcome data 
    
 - Intervention 
integrity? 
    
3. Data Collection & 
Analysis • Developed timeline for data collection – 
5/07 
    
 • Discuss baseline 
data elements to be 
gathered from pilot 
districts, pilot 
schools & 
comparison schools 
– 6/07 
• Collect baseline 
data from pilot & 
comparison 
schools 
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Evaluation 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 6/30/07) 
Year 2 
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
  • Collect data from 
coaches training 
• Collect data from 
coaches training 
• Collect data from 
coaches training 
 
  • Collect data from 
pilot and 
comparison 
schools (see Data 
Collection Rubric) 
• Collect data from 
pilot and 
comparison 
schools (see Data 
Collection Rubric) 
• Collect data from 
pilot and 
comparison 
schools (see Data 
Collection Rubric) 
 
 • Develop plan for 
conducting data 
analyses – 6/07 
• Conduct and 
interpret analyses 
(See Data Analysis 
Plan) 
• Conduct and 
interpret analyses 
(See Data Analysis 
Plan)
• Conduct and 
interpret analyses 
(See Data Analysis 
Plan)
• Conduct and 
interpret analyses 
(See Data Analysis 
Plan)
4. Reporting • Identify 
stakeholders who 
will receive reports 
• Provide reports to 
stakeholders (see 
Data Reporting 
Plan) 
• Provide reports to 
stakeholders (see 
Data Reporting 
Plan) 
• Provide reports to 
stakeholders (see 
Data Reporting 
Plan) 
• Provide reports to 
stakeholders (see 
Data Reporting 
Plan) 
 • Develop plan for 
reporting data to 
stakeholders – 6/07 
- Project 
Leadership 
Team (by 3/31, 
6/30, 9/30, 
12/31) 
- Project 
Leadership 
Team (by 3/31, 
6/30, 9/30, 
12/31) 
- Project 
Leadership 
Team (by 3/31, 
6/30, 9/30, 
12/31) 
- Project 
Leadership 
Team (by 3/31, 
6/30, 9/30, 
12/31) 
  - DOE Project 
Liaison 
(Quarterly report 
data; 3/15, 6/15, 
9/15, 12/15) 
- DOE Project 
Liaison 
(Quarterly report 
data; 3/15, 6/15, 
9/15, 12/15) 
- DOE Project 
Liaison 
(Quarterly report 
data; 3/15, 6/15, 
9/15, 12/15) 
- DOE Project 
Liaison 
(Quarterly report 
data; 3/15, 6/15, 
9/15, 12/15) 
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Evaluation 
Components 
Year 1 
(7/1/06 – 6/30/07) 
Year 2 
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 
Pilot Year 1 
Year 3 
(7/1/08-6/30/09) 
Pilot Year 2 
Year 4 
(7/1/09-6/30/10) 
Pilot Year 3 
Year 5 
7/1/10-6/30/11 
  - Regional 
Coordinators (by 
end of each 
month) 
- Regional 
Coordinators (by 
end of each 
month) 
- Regional 
Coordinators (by 
end of each 
month) 
 
  - Statewide 
conference 
participants 
- Statewide 
conference 
participants 
- Statewide 
conference 
participants 
- Statewide 
conference 
participants 
  - Annual report 
(6/30) 
- Annual report 
(6/30) 
- Annual report 
(6/30) 
- Final report 
(7/30) 
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Appendix C 
 
Problem-Solving/Response-to-Intervention Project Evaluation Rubric 
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Demonstration Site Evaluation Rubric Draft – 8/6/07 
 
Component Evaluation Questions Data Source Method Collection 
Timeline 
Personnel 
Responsible 
Input – Pilot 
Districts and 
Schools 
1. What were the demographic profiles of 
students attending the pilot (1) districts and 
(2) schools? Categories to be examined by 
grade-level include: 
a. Race/ethnicity (i.e., Caucasian, Black, 
Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, 
Native American/Alaskan Native, & 
Multiracial)? 
b. Gender? 
c. Free-reduced lunch status? 
d. Disability status? 
e. English language learner status? 
 
2. To what degree did pilot (1) districts and 
(2) schools reach consensus regarding 
participation in the PS/RtI Project? 
 
 
 
3. What was the demographic profile of staff 
at the project and comparison schools and to 
what extent did turnover occur? 
 
 
 
4. To what degree was the infrastructure 
necessary to support implementation of the 
PS/RtI (e.g., personnel, technology, financial 
1. School records 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. District and school 
personnel 
 
 
 
 
3. Coaches and GAs 
 
 
 
 
 
4. District leadership 
teams, school-based 
1. Records 
review; district 
application 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. District 
application; 
Modified RtI 
Needs 
Assessment 
 
3. Records review 
from district and 
school records 
 
 
4. District 
application; 
Modified RtI 
Needs 
1. See Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. See Data 
Collection 
Rubric  
 
 
3. See Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
 
 
4. See Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
 
 
1. District data 
contact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Coaches 
collect data and 
provide to a 
GA to upload 
 
3. District data 
contact 
 
 
 
 
4. Coaches 
collect data and 
provide to a 
GA to upload 
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resources, professional development 
structures, academic and behavioral 
programs, policies/procedures) present in 
pilot: 
a. Districts? 
b. Schools? 
teams, and coaches 
 
 
Assessment; 
Interviews 
 
Input – Coaches 5. To what degree did coaches in the pilot 
districts meet the requisite qualifications? 
 
 
 
6. To what extent did coaches demonstrate 
coaching and PS/RtI skills? 
5. Coaches and 
district personnel  
 
 
 
6. Coaches 
 
5. Coaches’ vita; 
district 
application 
 
 
6. Coaching 
Analogue 
Assessment; 
Direct Skill 
Assessments 
5. See Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
 
6. Coaches 
Training 
5. TBD 
 
 
 
 
6. Regional 
coordinators 
collect data; 
scoring and 
entry TBD 
Process – PS/RtI 
Training 
7. To what extent was training provided to 
each of the following key stakeholders: 
a. District leadership teams? 
b. School-based teams? 
c. Coaches? 
 
 
8. To what extent were the following key 
stakeholders satisfied with the quality of the 
training: 
a. District leadership teams? 
b. School-based teams? 
c. Coaches? 
 
 
9. To what extent were the following key 
7. Regional 
coordinators and 
coaches 
 
 
 
 
8. District leadership 
teams, school-based 
teams, and coaches 
 
 
 
 
 
9. District leadership 
7. Regional 
Coordinator 
Training Log; 
Coaches Training 
Log; Attendance 
Log 
 
8. Training 
Evaluation 
Survey 
 
 
 
 
 
9. Training 
7. See Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
 
 
 
8. See Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
 
 
 
 
9. See Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
7. Regional 
coordinators & 
coaches track 
and upload data 
via web-based 
screen 
 
8. Regional 
coordinators & 
coaches collect 
data and 
provide to a 
GA to upload  
 
9. Regional 
coordinators & 
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stakeholders satisfied with the training 
content/materials: 
a. District leadership teams? 
b. School-based teams? 
c. Coaches? 
 
teams, school-based 
teams, and coaches 
Evaluation 
Survey 
coaches collect 
data and 
provide to a 
GA to upload 
Process - 
Technical 
Assistance & 
Communication 
10. To what extent was technical assistance 
provided to: 
a. District leadership teams? 
b. School-based teams? 
c. Coaches? 
 
 
 
11. To what extent were the following key 
stakeholders satisfied with the technical 
assistance and communication provided by 
the project: 
a. District leadership teams? 
b. School-based teams? 
c. Coaches? 
10. Regional 
coordinators and 
coaches 
 
 
 
 
 
11. District leadership 
teams, school-based 
teams, and coaches 
 
 
10. Regional 
Coordinator 
Technical 
Assistance Log; 
Coaches 
Technical 
Assistance Log 
 
11. Technical 
Assistance 
Evaluation 
Survey; Coaches 
Evaluation 
Survey 
 
10. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric  
 
 
 
 
11. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
10. Regional 
coordinators & 
coaches track 
and upload data 
via web-based 
screen 
 
 
11. Regional 
coordinators & 
coaches collect 
data and 
provide to a 
GA to upload 
Output – 
Consensus 
12. What was the impact of the Project on the 
level of consensus for: 
a. District leadership teams? 
b. School-based teams? 
c. Other school personnel? 
 
13. What was the impact of the project on the 
following key stakeholders’ beliefs about 
PS/RtI: 
d. District leadership teams? 
e. School-based teams? 
12. District leadership 
teams, school-based 
teams, and school 
personnel 
 
 
13. District leadership 
teams, school-based 
teams, and school 
personnel 
 
12. Modified RtI 
Needs 
Assessment 
 
 
 
13. Beliefs 
Survey 
 
 
 
12. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
 
 
13. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
 
12. Coaches 
collect data and 
provide to GAs 
to upload 
 
 
13. Regional 
coordinators & 
coaches collect 
data and 
provide to a 
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f. Other school personnel? 
 
 
14. To what extent were the following key 
stakeholders satisfied with service delivery in 
the PS/RtI model? 
a. District leadership teams? 
b. School-based teams? 
c. Other school personnel? 
d. Parents? 
 
15. To what extent were the following key 
stakeholders satisfied with student and 
systemic outcomes in the PS/RtI model? 
a. District leadership teams? 
b. School-based teams? 
c. Other school personnel? 
d. Parents? 
 
 
 
14. District leadership 
teams, school-based 
teams, and school 
personnel 
 
 
 
 
15. District leadership 
teams, school-based 
teams, and school 
personnel 
 
 
 
 
14. School 
Personnel 
Satisfaction 
Survey; Parent 
Satisfaction 
Survey 
 
 
15. School 
Personnel 
Satisfaction 
Survey; Parent 
Satisfaction 
Survey 
 
 
 
14. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
 
 
 
 
15. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
GA to upload 
 
14. Regional 
coordinators & 
coaches collect 
data and 
provide to a 
GA to upload 
 
15. Regional 
coordinators & 
coaches collect 
data and 
provide to a 
GA to upload 
Output – 
Infrastructure 
16. What was the impact of the project on 
creating the infrastructure to support 
implementation of PS/RtI at the: 
a. District-level? 
b. School-level? 
16.District leadership 
teams, school-based 
teams, and coaches 
16. Modified RtI 
Needs 
Assessment; 
Interviews 
16. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
16. Coaches 
collect data and 
provide to a 
GA to upload 
Output – 
Implementation 
17. What was the impact of the project on the 
PS/RtI skills of the following key 
stakeholders: 
a. Coaches? 
b. District leadership teams? 
c. School-based teams? 
d. Other school personnel? 
 
 
17. Coaches, district 
leadership teams, 
school-based teams, 
and other school 
personnel 
 
 
 
 
17. Perceptions of 
Skills Survey; 
Direct Skill 
Assessments; 
Neutral 
Interviews; Taped 
observation 
 
18. Perceptions of 
17. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
 
 
 
 
 
17. Regional 
coordinators & 
coaches collect 
data and 
provide to a 
GA to upload 
 
 
18. Regional 
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18. What was the impact of the project on 
pilot school implementation of PS/RtI 
practices (e.g., core curriculum fidelity, 
intervention practices and fidelity, problem-
solving team procedures, assessment 
practices)? 
 
18. Coaches, school-
based teams, and 
other school personnel 
Practices Survey; 
Modified RtI 
Needs 
Assessment; 
Critical 
Components 
Checklists; 
Problem-Solving 
Team Checklists; 
Intervention 
Integrity Log; 
Anecdotal records
18. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
coordinators & 
coaches collect 
data and 
provide to a 
GA to upload 
 
 
Output- Student 
Outcomes 
19. What was the impact of implementing 
PS/RtI on (1) reading and (2) math 
achievement: 
        a. For all students? 
b. By race/ethnicity (i.e., Caucasian, 
Black, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific 
Islander, American Indian/Alaskan 
Native, & Multiracial)? 
c. By gender?  
d. By free-reduced lunch status?  
e. By disability status?  
f. By English language learner status? 
 
20. What was the impact of implementing 
PS/RtI on behavioral outcomes:  
        a. For all students? 
b. By race/ethnicity (i.e., Caucasian, 
Black, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific 
Islander, American Indian/Alaskan 
Native, & Multiracial)? 
19. School records 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20. School records 
19. FCAT; SAT-
10; CBM; 
DIBELS; District 
assessments  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20. Permanent 
products from 
interventions 
19. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
19. District 
data contact 
will provide to 
Project staff 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20. TBD 
 294 
c. By gender?  
d. By free-reduced lunch status?  
e. By disability status?  
        f. By English language learner status? 
Output – 
Systemic 
Outcomes 
21. What was the impact of implementing 
PS/RtI on office discipline referrals: 
        a. For all students? 
b. By race/ethnicity (i.e., Caucasian, 
Black, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific 
Islander, American Indian/Alaskan 
Native, & Multiracial)? 
c. By gender?  
d. By free-reduced lunch status?  
e. By disability status?  
f. By English language learner status? 
 
22. What was the impact of implementing 
PS/RtI on the special education referrals, 
evaluations, and placements:  
        a. For all students? 
b. By race/ethnicity (i.e., Caucasian, 
Black, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific 
Islander, American Indian/Alaskan 
Native, & Multiracial)? 
c. By gender?  
d. By free-reduced lunch status?  
e. By disability status?  
f. By English language learner status? 
 
23. What was the impact of implementing 
PS/RtI on student attendance: 
        a. For all students? 
21. School records 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
22. School records 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
23. School records 
 
 
21. Records 
review of ODRs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
22. Records 
review  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
23. Records 
review 
 
21. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
22. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
23. See 
Data 
Collection 
21. District 
contact or 
coach will 
collect and 
provide to 
Project staff 
 
 
 
 
 
 
22. District 
contact or 
coach will 
collect and 
provide to 
Project staff 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
23. District 
contact or 
coach will 
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b. By race/ethnicity (i.e., Caucasian, 
Black, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific 
Islander, American Indian/Alaskan 
Native, & Multiracial)? 
c. By gender?  
d. By free-reduced lunch status?  
e. By disability status?  
f. By English language learner status? 
 
24. What was the impact of implementing 
PS/RtI on retention rates: 
        a. For all students? 
b. By race/ethnicity (i.e., Caucasian, 
Black, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific 
Islander, American Indian/Alaskan 
Native, & Multiracial)? 
c. By gender?  
d. By free-reduced lunch status?  
e. By disability status?  
f. By English language learner status? 
 
25. What the impact of implementing PS/RtI 
on costs for: 
a. Training? 
b. Materials? 
c. Personnel? 
d. Technology? 
e. Other? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
24. School records 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
25. District, school, 
and project records 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
24. Records 
review 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
25. Records 
review 
Rubric  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
24. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
25. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
 
 
collect and 
provide to 
Project staff  
 
 
 
 
 
 
24. District 
contact or 
coach will 
collect and 
provide to 
Project staff  
 
 
 
 
 
 
25. TBD 
 
Contextual 
Factors 
26. How does school climate/culture impact 
implementation of PS/RtI? 
 
 
26. School personnel, 
coaches, and school 
records 
  
26. Beliefs 
Survey; 
Interviews; RtI 
Needs 
26. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
26. Coaches 
and Regional 
Coordinators 
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27. How does leadership impact 
implementation of PS/RtI? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
27. District and school 
administrators, and 
school records 
Assessment; 
Critical 
Components 
Checklists; 
Problem-Solving 
Team Checklists 
 
 
27. Beliefs 
Survey; 
Interviews; RtI 
Needs 
Assessment; 
Critical 
Components 
Checklists; 
Problem-Solving 
Team Checklists 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
27. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
27. Coaches 
and Regional 
Coordinators 
External Factors 28. How does legislation (e.g., NCLB, 
IDEIA) impact implementation of PS/RtI? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
29. How do state and district policies impact 
implementation of PS/RtI? 
28. District and school 
personnel, school 
records, legislation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
29. District and school 
personnel, state and 
district policy records 
28. NCLB and 
IDEIA; RtI Needs 
Assessment; 
Critical 
Components 
Checklists; 
Problem-Solving 
Team Checklists 
 
 
29. State and 
district 
regulations; RtI 
Needs 
28. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
29. See 
Data 
Collection 
28. Coaches 
and Regional 
Coordinators; 
Other? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
29. Coaches 
and Regional 
Coordinators; 
 297 
Assessment; 
Critical 
Components 
Checklists; 
Problem-Solving 
Team Checklists; 
Questionairre 
Rubric  
 
Other? 
 
Goals & 
Objectives 
30. How do the goals and objectives of 
schools (i.e., content area and grade levels 
targeted) impact implementation of PS/RtI? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
31. How do the goals and objectives of 
schools (i.e., content area and grade levels 
targeted) impact student and systemic 
outcomes? 
30. District and school 
personnel, and school 
records 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
31. District and school 
personnel, and school 
records 
30. Grant 
applications; 
Interviews; RtI 
Needs 
Assessment; 
Critical 
Components 
Checklist; 
Coaches 
Observation 
Checklist 
 
31. FCAT; SAT-
10; CBM; 
DIBELS; District 
assessments; 
ODRs; Grant 
application; 
Interviews; RtI 
Needs Assess. 
30. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
31. See 
Data 
Collection 
Rubric 
30. Coaches 
and Regional 
Coordinators; 
Others? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
31. Coaches 
and Regional 
Coordinators; 
Others? 
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Appendix D 
 
Example Validation Forms 
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 Problem-Solving/Response-to-Intervention Beliefs Survey Content Validation – 
Item Content and Clarification Rating Form 
 
Directions: 
 
The Problem-Solving/Response-to-Intervention Beliefs Survey is intended to capture the 
degree to which school and district personnel possess the beliefs necessary for successful 
implementation of the Problem-Solving/Response-to-Intervention (PS/RtI) model. The 
items on the survey are designed to assess the beliefs of school and district personnel in 
one or more of the following domains; overall educational philosophy, assessment 
practices, core instruction, intervention, and special education eligibility determination. 
Florida PS/RtI Project staff will use the data derived from the survey to inform the 
services provided to schools.  
 
A good survey is concise, contains clearly and accurately written items that relate to the 
purpose of the survey, and avoids duplicate items. To evaluate the degree to which the 
attached survey meets these criteria, please rate each item on the basis of appropriateness 
of content, necessity, and clarity. Read each question carefully and rate it by circling one 
or more of the following descriptors: 
 
G = Good (Item is clearly and accurately written);  
R = Redundant (There are items with similar content and meaning); 
N = Nonessential (The content is non-related to any of the five PS/RtI belief domains); 
PW = Poorly Written (Item has semantic or grammatical errors); 
A = Ambiguous (Item has abstract or vague content, or double-barreled items that ask 
two questions in one statement). 
 
If you have found an item to be problematic (i.e., you circled it with R, N, PW, or A), 
please provide suggestions by rewriting the item in the space below, or write: “Delete 
item” if you believe the item does not address beliefs related to PS/RtI.   
 
This survey will be completed by school and district personnel participating in PS/RtI 
training across the state of Florida. Respondents will be asked to rate the degree to which 
they agree with each PS/RtI belief on a 5-point continuum of strongly disagree to 
strongly agree. For your information, school and district personnel will use the following 
ratings: 
 
1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3 = Neutral 
4 = Agree 
5 = Strongly Agree 
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Problem-Solving/Response-to-Intervention Beliefs Survey 
 
G=Good    R=Redundant    N=Nonessential    PW=Poorly Written    A=Ambiguous 
 
Essential PS/RtI Beliefs  Content and Clarity Ratings 
 
1. I believe in the philosophy of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) even if I disagree with 
some of the requirements. 
G R N PW A 
       
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________  
 
2. Core instruction should be effective enough to result in 80% of the students achieving 
benchmarks in reading and math. 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
       
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
3. The primary function of supplemental instruction is to ensure that students meet grade-
level benchmarks in reading and math. 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
       
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
4. The majority of student with learning disabilities achieve grade-level benchmarks in 
reading and math. 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
5. The majority of students with behavioral problems (EH/SED) achieve grade-level 
benchmarks in reading and math. 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
6. Students with disabilities who are receiving special education services are capable of 
achieving grade-level benchmarks in reading and math. 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
7. General education teachers should implement more differentiated and flexible curricula 
to address the needs of a more diverse student body. 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
       
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
8. General education classroom teachers would be able to implement more differentiated 
and flexible interventions if they had additional staff support. 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
       
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
9. The availability of additional interventions in the general education classroom would 
result in success for more students.  
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
   
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
10. Prevention activities and early intervention strategies in schools would result in fewer 
referrals to problem-solving teams and placements in special education. 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
11. The “severity” of a student’s problem is determined not by how far behind (or 
inappropriate) a student is but by how quickly a student responds to intervention. 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
12. The results of IQ and achievement testing can be used to identify effective 
interventions for students with learning and behavior problems. 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
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13. Many students currently identified as “LD” do not have a disability, but came to school 
“not ready” or got too far behind for the available interventions to close the gap 
sufficiently. 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
14. Using student-based data to determine intervention effectiveness is more accurate than 
using “teacher judgment.” 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
15. Evaluating a student’s response to interventions is a more effective way of determining 
what a student is capable of than using scores from “tests” (e.g., IQ/Achievement). 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
16. Time and resources should be given first to students who are not reaching benchmarks 
before significant time and resources are directed to students who are at or above 
benchmark. 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
17. It is easier for me to make decisions about student performance and needed 
interventions when the student data are graphed. 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
18. Parents should be involved in the problem-solving process as soon as a teacher has a 
concern about a particular student.   
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
19. Students respond better to interventions when the parent is involved in the development 
and implementation of those interventions. 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
20. All students can achieve grade-level benchmarks if they have sufficient support. 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
       
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
If you believe that there are other important questions not addressed in this survey that 
would help identify the degree to which school and district personnel posses the beliefs 
necessary to implement the PS/RtI model, please list them below and state the domain 
(i.e., overall educational philosophy, assessment practices, core instruction, intervention, 
and special education eligibility determination) that it characterizes: 
 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Thank you for your assistance with this important step in validating a measure to capture 
the beliefs of school and district personnel as they relate to PS/RtI. 
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Perception of Skills Survey Content Validation – Item Content and Clarification 
Rating Form 
 
Directions: 
 
The Perception of Skills Survey is intended to capture the degree to which school and 
district personnel perceive that they have the skills needed to function within a Problem-
Solving/Response-to-Intervention (PS/RtI) model. The items on the survey are designed 
to assess school and district personnel perceptions about their skills in one or more of the 
following domains; data-based decision-making, tiered service delivery, the problem-
solving process, data collection procedures, technology use, and special education 
eligibility determination. Florida PS/RtI Project staff will use the data derived from the 
survey to inform the services provided to schools. 
 
A good survey is concise, contains clearly and accurately written items that relate to the 
purpose of the survey, and avoids duplicate items. To evaluate the degree to which the 
attached survey meets these criteria, please rate each item on the basis of appropriateness 
of content, necessity, and clarity. Read each question carefully and rate it by circling one 
or more of the following descriptors: 
 
G = Good (Item is clearly and accurately written);  
R = Redundant (There are items with similar content and meaning); 
N = Nonessential (The content is non-related to any of the five PS/RtI belief domains); 
PW = Poorly Written (Item has semantic or grammatical errors); 
A = Ambiguous (Item has abstract or vague content, or double-barreled items that ask 
two questions in one statement). 
 
If you have found an item to be problematic (i.e., you circled it with R, N, PW, or A), 
please provide suggestions by rewriting the item in the space below, or write: “Delete 
item” if you believe the item does not address skills needed in a PS/RtI model.   
 
This survey will be completed by school and district personnel participating in PS/RtI 
training across the state of Florida. Respondents will be asked to rate the degree to which 
they possess each skill on a 5-point continuum of I do not have this skill at all to I could 
teach others this skill. For your information, school and district personnel will use the 
following ratings: 
 
1 = I do not have this skill at all 
2 = I need substantial support to use this skill 
3 = I have this skill, but still need some support 
4 = I can use this skill with little support 
5 = I could teach others this skill 
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Perceptions of Skills Survey 
 
G=Good    R=Redundant    N=Nonessential    PW=Poorly Written    A=Ambiguous 
 
Skills   Content and Clarity Ratings 
 
1. I know how to access the data necessary to determine the percent of students in core 
instruction who are achieving benchmarks in: 
a. Academics 
b. Behavior 
G R N PW A 
       
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________  
 
2. I have the skill to use the data to make decisions about the effectiveness of the core 
curriculum for individuals and groups of students for: 
a. Academics 
b. Behavior 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
       
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
3. Please rate your skill level on each of the following steps in the problem identification 
(i.e., referral reason) stage of problem-solving: 
     
 
a. Defining the referral concern in terms of a replacement behavior (what you 
want the student to be able to do) instead of a referral problem for: 
1. Academics 
2. Behavior 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
b. Using data to define the current level of performance for the target student 
for: 
1. Academics 
2. Behavior 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
c. Determining the desired level of performance (i.e., benchmark) for: 
1. Academics 
2. Behavior 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
d. Determining current level of peer performance on the same behavior as the 
target student for: 
1. Academics 
2. Behavior 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
       
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
e. Calculating the gap between student performance and the benchmark for: 
1. Academics 
2. Behavior 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
       
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
f. Using gap data to determine whether core instruction should be modified or 
whether supplemental instruction should be directed to the target student for: 
1. Academics 
2. Behavior 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
   
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
4. I have the skill to identify the appropriate supplemental intervention in my building for a 
student identified as at-risk for: 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
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a. Academics 
b. Behavior 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
5. I have the skill to develop potential reasons (i.e., hypotheses) why a student or group of 
students is/are not achieving desired levels of performance (i.e., benchmarks) for: 
a. Academics 
b. Behavior 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
6. I have the skill to determine the most appropriate type(s) of data to use to determine 
which reasons (i.e., hypotheses) are likely to be contributing to the problem for: 
a. Academics 
b. Behavior 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
7. I have the skills to access sources (e.g., myself, internet sources, professional journals) 
to develop evidence-based interventions for: 
a. Academic core curricula 
b. Behavioral core curricula 
c. Academic supplemental curricula 
d. Behavioral supplemental curricula 
e. Academic individualized intervention plans 
f. Behavioral individualized intervention plans 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
8. I have the skill to ensure that any supplemental and/or intensive interventions are 
integrated with core instruction in the general education classroom: 
a. Academics 
b. Behavior 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
9. I have the skill to ensure that the proposed intervention plan is supported by the data that 
were collected: 
a. Academics 
b. Behavior 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
       
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
10. I have the skill to provide the support necessary to ensure that the intervention is 
implemented appropriately for: 
a. Academics 
b. Behavior 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
11. I have the skill to determine if an intervention was implemented the way it was supposed 
to be for: 
a. Academics 
b. Behavior 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
12. I have the skill to select appropriate data (e.g., CBM, DIBELS, FCAT, behavioral 
observations) to use to progress monitor student performance during interventions: 
a. Academics 
b. Behavior 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
13. I have the skill(s) to demonstrate the following graphing skills for large group, small 
group, and individual students: 
a. Graph target student data 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 305 
b. Graph benchmark data 
c. Graph peer data 
d. Draw an aimline 
e. Draw a trendline 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
14. I have the skill to use progress monitoring data displayed on a graph to make decisions 
about the degree to which a student is responding to intervention (e.g., positive, 
questionable or poor response). 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
15. I have the skill to make intervention recommendations based on the type of student(s) 
response to intervention. 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
16. I have the skill to differentiate between students who have not learned skills (e.g., wait 
to fail, not ready, got too far behind) from those who have barriers to learning due to a 
disability. 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
17. I have the skills to conduct the following data collection procedures: 
a. CBM 
b. DIBELS 
c. Accessing data from appropriate district- or school-wide assessments  
d. Standard behavioral observations 
e. Disaggregating data by race, gender, free/reduced lunch, language 
proficiency, and disability status 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
     
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
18. I have skills to use technology in the following ways: 
a. Access the internet to locate sources of academic and behavioral evidence-
based interventions. 
b. Use electronic data collection tools (e.g., PDAs) 
c. Use the Progress Monitoring and Reporting Network (PMRN) 
d. Use the School-Wide Information System (SWIS) for Positive Behavior 
Support 
e. Graph and display student and school data 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
19. I have the skills to facilitate a PS/RtI meeting 
 
G 
 
R 
 
N 
 
PW 
 
A 
 
      Rewrite: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
If you believe that there are other important questions not addressed in this survey that 
would help identify the degree to which school and district personnel perceive they 
possess the skills needed in a PS/RtI model, please list them below and state the domain 
(i.e., data-based decision-making, tiered service delivery, the problem-solving process, 
data collection procedures, technology use, and special education eligibility 
determination) that it characterizes: 
 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
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Thank you for your assistance with this important step in validating a measure to capture 
school and district personnel perceptions about the degree to which they possess skills 
needed in a PS/RtI model. 
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Appendix E 
 
Copies of Measures
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Beliefs Survey 
 
      
0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 1 1 1 1 
2 2 2 2 2 2 
3 3 3 3 3 3 
4 4 4 4 4 4 
5 5 5 5 5 5 
6 6 6 6 6 6 
7 7 7 7 7 7 
8 8 8 8 8 8 
9 9 9 9 9 9 
 
Directions  For items 2-5 below, please shade in the circle next to the response option that best represents your answer. 
 
2. Job Description: 
¡ PS/RtI Coach ¡ Teacher-General Education ¡ Teacher-Special Education 
¡ School Counselor ¡ School Psychologist ¡ School Social Worker 
¡ Principal ¡ Assistant Principal  
Other (Please specify):  
 
3. Years of Experience in Education: 
¡ Less than 1 year ¡ 1 – 4 years ¡ 5-9 years 
¡ 10 – 14 years ¡ 15-19 years ¡ 20-24 years 
¡ 25 or more years ¡ Not applicable  
 
4. Number of Years in your Current Position: 
¡ Less than 1 year ¡ 1 – 4 years ¡ 5-9 years 
¡ 10 – 14 years ¡ 15-19 years ¡ 20 or more years 
 
5. Highest Degree Earned: 
¡ B.A./B.S. ¡ M.A./M.S. ¡ Ed.S. ¡ Ph.D./Ed.D. 
Other (Please specify):  
1.   Your PS/RtI Project ID: 
Your PS/RtI Project ID was designed to assure 
confidentiality while also providing a method to 
match an individual’s responses across 
instruments. In the space provided (first row), 
please write in the last four digits of your Social 
Security Number and the last two digits of the 
year you were born. Then, shade in the 
corresponding circles. 
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Directions: Using the scale below, please indicate your level of agreement or 
disagreement with each of the following statements by shading in the circle that best 
represents your response. 
 
1 = Strongly Disagree (SD) 
2 = Disagree (D) 
3 = Neutral (N) 
4 = Agree (A) 
5 = Strongly Agree (SA) 
 
 SD D N A SA 
6. I believe in the philosophy of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) even if I disagree with 
some of the requirements. 1 2 3 4 5 
7. Core instruction should be effective enough to result in 80% of the students achieving 
benchmarks in 
     
7.a.  reading 1 2 3 4 5 
7.b.  math 1 2 3 4 5 
8. The primary function of supplemental instruction is to ensure that students meet grade-
level benchmarks in 
     
8.a.  reading 1 2 3 4 5 
8.b.  math 1 2 3 4 5 
9. The majority of students with learning disabilities achieve grade-level benchmarks in      
9.a.  reading 1 2 3 4 5 
9.b.  math 1 2 3 4 5 
10. The majority of students with behavioral problems (EH/SED or EBD) achieve grade-
level benchmarks in 
     
10.a.  reading 1 2 3 4 5 
10.b.  math 1 2 3 4 5 
11. Students with high-incidence disabilities (e.g. SLD, EBD) who are receiving special 
education services are capable of achieving grade-level benchmarks (i.e., general 
education standards) in 
     
11.a.  reading 1 2 3 4 5 
11.b.  math 1 2 3 4 5 
12. General education classroom teachers should implement more differentiated and flexible 
instructional practices to address the needs of a more diverse student body. 1 2 3 4 5 
13. General education classroom teachers would be able to implement more differentiated 
and flexible interventions if they had additional staff support. 1 2 3 4 5 
14. The use of additional interventions in the general education classroom would result in 
success for more students. 1 2 3 4 5 
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 SD D N A SA 
15. Prevention activities and early intervention strategies in schools would result in fewer 
referrals to problem-solving teams and placements in special education. 1 2 3 4 5 
16. The “severity” of a student’s academic problem is determined not by how far behind the 
student is in terms of his/her academic performance but by how quickly the student 
responds to intervention. 
1 2 3 4 5 
17. The “severity” of a student’s behavioral problem is determined not by how inappropriate 
a student is in terms of his/her behavioral performance but by how quickly the student 
responds to intervention. 
1 2 3 4 5 
18. The results of IQ and achievement testing can be used to identify effective interventions 
for students with learning and behavior problems. 1 2 3 4 5 
19. Many students currently identified as “LD” do not have a disability, rather they came to 
school “not ready” to learn or fell too far behind academically for the available 
interventions to close the gap sufficiently. 
1 2 3 4 5 
20. Using student-based data to determine intervention effectiveness is more accurate than 
using only “teacher judgment.” 1 2 3 4 5 
21. Evaluating a student’s response to interventions is a more effective way of determining 
what a student is capable of achieving than using scores from “tests” (e.g., 
IQ/Achievement test). 
1 2 3 4 5 
22. Additional time and resources should be allocated first to students who are not reaching 
benchmarks (i.e., general education standards) before significant time and resources are 
directed to students who are at or above benchmarks. 
1 2 3 4 5 
23. Graphing student data makes it easier for one to make decisions about student 
performance and needed interventions. 1 2 3 4 5 
24. A student’s parents (guardian) should be involved in the problem-solving process as 
soon as a teacher has a concern about the student. 1 2 3 4 5 
25. Students respond better to interventions when their parent (guardian) is involved in the 
development and implementation of those interventions. 1 2 3 4 5 
26. All students can achieve grade-level benchmarks if they have sufficient support. 1 2 3 4 5 
27. The goal of assessment is to generate and measure effectiveness of 
instruction/intervention. 1 2 3 4 5 
 
THANK YOU! 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*«
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Perceptions of RtI Skills Survey 
 
      
0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 1 1 1 1 
2 2 2 2 2 2 
3 3 3 3 3 3 
4 4 4 4 4 4 
5 5 5 5 5 5 
6 6 6 6 6 6 
7 7 7 7 7 7 
8 8 8 8 8 8 
9 9 9 9 9 9 
 
 
Directions: Please read each statement about a skill related to assessment, instruction, and/or intervention 
below, and then evaluate YOUR skill level within the context of working at a school/building level. Where 
indicated, rate your skill separately for academics (i.e., reading and math) and behavior. Please use the 
following response scale: 
1 = I do not have this skill at all (NS) 
2 = I have minimal skills in this area; need substantial support to use it (MnS) 
3 = I have this skill, but still need some support to use it (SS) 
4 = I can use this skill with little support (HS) 
5 = I am highly skilled in this area and could teach others this skill (VHS) 
 
The skill to: NS MnS SS HS 
V
HS 
2. Access the data necessary to determine the percent of students in core instruction who are 
achieving benchmarks (district grade-level standards) in:      
a. Academics 1 2 3 4 5 
b. Behavior 1 2 3 4 5 
3. Use data to make decisions about individuals and groups of students for the:      
a. Core academic curriculum 1 2 3 4 5 
b. Core/Building discipline plan 1 2 3 4 5 
1.   Your PS/RtI Project ID: 
Your PS/RtI Project ID was designed to assure 
confidentiality while also providing a method to 
match an individual’s responses across 
instruments. In the space provided (first row), 
please write in the last four digits of your Social 
Security Number and the last two digits of the 
year you were born. Then, shade in the 
corresponding circles. 
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The skill to: NS MnS SS HS 
V
HS 
4. Perform each of the following steps when identifying the problem for a student for whom 
concerns have been raised:      
a. Define the referral concern in terms of a replacement behavior (i.e., what the 
student should be able to do) instead of a referral problem for:      
• Academics 1 2 3 4 5 
• Behavior 1 2 3 4 5 
b. Use data to define the current level of performance of the target student for:      
• Academics 1 2 3 4 5 
• Behavior 1 2 3 4 5 
c. Determine the desired level of performance (i.e., benchmark) for:      
• Academics 1 2 3 4 5 
• Behavior 1 2 3 4 5 
d. Determine the current level of peer performance for the same skill as the target 
student for:      
• Academics 1 2 3 4 5 
• Behavior 1 2 3 4 5 
e. Calculate the gap between student current performance and the benchmark (district 
grade level standard) for:      
• Academics 1 2 3 4 5 
• Behavior 1 2 3 4 5 
f. Use gap data to determine whether core instruction should be adjusted or whether 
supplemental instruction should be directed to the target student for:      
• Academics 1 2 3 4 5 
• Behavior 1 2 3 4 5 
5. Develop potential reasons (hypotheses) that a student or group of students is/are not 
achieving desired levels of performance (i.e., benchmarks) for:      
a. Academics 1 2 3 4 5 
b. Behavior  1 2 3 4 5 
6. Identify the most appropriate type(s) of data to use for determining reasons (hypotheses) 
that are likely to be contributing to the problem for:      
a. Academics 1 2 3 4 5 
b. Behavior 1 2 3 4 5 
7. Identify the appropriate supplemental intervention available in my building for a student 
identified as at-risk for:      
a. Academics 1 2 3 4 5 
b. Behavior 1 2 3 4 5 
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The skill to: NS MnS SS HS 
V
HS 
8. Access resources (e.g., internet sources, professional literature) to develop evidence-
based interventions for:      
a. Academic core curricula 1 2 3 4 5 
b. Behavioral core curricula 1 2 3 4 5 
c. Academic supplemental curricula 1 2 3 4 5 
d. Behavioral supplemental curricula 1 2 3 4 5 
e. Academic individualized intervention plans 1 2 3 4 5 
f. Behavioral individualized intervention plans 1 2 3 4 5 
9. Ensure that any supplemental and/or intensive interventions are integrated with core 
instruction in the general education classroom:      
a. Academics 1 2 3 4 5 
b. Behavior 1 2 3 4 5 
10. Ensure that the proposed intervention plan is supported by the data that were collected 
for:      
a. Academics 1 2 3 4 5 
b. Behavior 1 2 3 4 5 
11. Provide the support necessary to ensure that the intervention is implemented 
appropriately for:      
a. Academics 1 2 3 4 5 
b. Behavior 1 2 3 4 5 
12. Determine if an intervention was implemented as it was intended for:      
a. Academics 1 2 3 4 5 
b. Behavior 1 2 3 4 5 
13. Select appropriate data (e.g., Curriculum-Based Measurement, DIBELS, FCAT, 
behavioral observations) to use for progress monitoring of student performance during 
interventions: 
     
a. Academics 1 2 3 4 5 
b. Behavior 1 2 3 4 5 
14. Construct graphs for large group, small group, and individual students:      
a. Graph target student data 1 2 3 4 5 
b. Graph benchmark data 1 2 3 4 5 
c. Graph peer data 1 2 3 4 5 
d.  Draw an aimline 1 2 3 4 5 
e. Draw a trendline 1 2 3 4 5 
15. Interpret graphed progress monitoring data to make decisions about the degree to which a 
student is responding to intervention (e.g., positive, questionable or poor response). 1 2 3 4 5 
16. Make modifications to intervention plans based on student response to intervention. 1 2 3 4 5 
17. Use appropriate data to differentiate between students who have not learned skills (e.g., 
did not have adequate exposure to effective instruction, not ready, got too far behind) 
from those who have barriers to learning due to a disability. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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The skill to: NS MnS SS HS 
V
HS 
18. Collect the following types of data:      
a. Curriculum-Based Measurement 1 2 3 4 5 
b. DIBELS 1 2 3 4 5 
c. Access data from appropriate district- or school-wide assessments  1 2 3 4 5 
d. Standard behavioral observations 1 2 3 4 5 
19. Disaggregate data by race, gender, free/reduced lunch, language proficiency, and 
disability status 1 2 3 4 5 
20. Use technology in the following ways:      
a. Access the internet to locate sources of academic and behavioral evidence-based 
interventions. 1 2 3 4 5 
b. Use electronic data collection tools (e.g., PDAs) 1 2 3 4 5 
c. Use the Progress Monitoring and Reporting Network (PMRN) 1 2 3 4 5 
d. Use the School-Wide Information System (SWIS) for Positive Behavior Support 1 2 3 4 5 
e. Graph and display student and school data 1 2 3 4 5 
21. Facilitate a Problem Solving Team (Student Support Team, Intervention Assistance 
Team, School-Based Intervention Team, Child Study Team) meeting. 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
THANK YOU!
*«Code»* 
 
 
«School ID»
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Self-Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation (SAPSI)* 
 
School Name 
 
«School» 
Date of Report 
District Name 
 
«District » 
District & School ID 
 
«School ID» 
 
 
INSTRUCTIONS 
 
The members of your School-Based Leadership Team should complete this needs 
assessment as a group. We ask that all members of the team participate in this process. 
Each group member will receive a copy of the needs assessment; however, only one form 
should be returned to Project staff. Your Problem Solving/Response to Intervention 
(PS/RtI) Coach will work with your team to facilitate completion of the SAPSI and will 
serve as the recorder for the version to be sent to Project staff. This needs assessment will 
be completed three times per school year to monitor activities for implementation of 
PS/RtI in your school.  
 
The items on the SAPSI are meant to assess the degree to which schools implementing 
the PS/RtI model are (1) achieving and maintaining consensus among key stakeholders, 
(2) creating and maintaining the infrastructure necessary to support implementation, and 
(3) implementing practices and procedures consistent with the model. Members of the 
team should not be discouraged if your school has not achieved many of the criteria listed 
under the Consensus, Infrastructure, and Implementation domains. This instrument is 
intended to help your team identify needs at your school for which action plans can be 
developed.  Whenever possible, data should be collected and/or reviewed to determine if 
evidence exists that suggests that a given activity is occurring. 
 
Please complete all pages on this needs assessment and mail to the following address by 
Friday, October 15th, 2007. 
 
Stevi Schermond 
Problem Solving/Response to Intervention Project 
4202 E. Fowler Ave., EDU 162 
Tampa, FL 33620 
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Problem-Solving Team Members (Name & Position) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Person(s) Completing Report (Name & Position) 
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PS/RtI Implementation Assessment 
 
Directions: 
In responding to each item below, please use the following response scale: 
 
Not Started (N) — (The activity occurs less than 25% of the time) 
In Progress (I) — (The activity occurs approximately 25% to 74% of the time) 
Achieved (A) — (The activity occurs approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Maintaining (M) — (The activity was rated as achieved last time and continues to occur approximately 
75% to 100% of the time) 
 
For each item below, please write the letter of the option (N, I, A, M) that best represents your 
School-Based Leadership Team’s response in the column labeled “Status”. In the column labeled 
“Comments/Evidence”, please write any comments, explanations and/or evidence that are relevant to 
your team’s response. When completing the items on the SAPSI, the team should base its responses 
on the grade levels being targeted for implementation by the school. 
 
 
Additional Comments/Evidence: 
 
 
Consensus: Comprehensive Commitment and Support Status Comments/Evidence 
1. District level leadership provides active commitment 
and support (e.g., meets to review data and issues at 
least twice each year.). 
  
2. The school leadership provides training, support and 
active involvement. (e.g., principal is actively 
involved in School-Based Leadership Team 
meetings). 
  
3. Faculty/staff support and are actively involved with 
problem solving/RtI (e.g., one of top three goals of 
the School Improvement Plan, 80% of faculty 
document support, three-year timeline for 
implementation available). 
  
4. A School-Based Leadership Team is established, 
represents the roles of an administrator, facilitator, 
data mentor, content specialist and teachers from 
representative areas (i.e., general education & special 
education), and has a plan for involving parents. 
  
5. Data are collected (e.g., beliefs survey, satisfaction 
survey) to assess level of commitment and impact of 
PS/RtI on faculty/staff. 
  
 318 
 
PS/RtI Implementation Assessment (Cont’d) 
Scale: Not Started (N) — (The activity occurs less than 25% of the time) 
In Progress (I) — (The activity occurs approximately 25% to 74% of the time) 
Achieved (A) — (The activity occurs approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Maintaining (M) — (The activity was rated as achieved last time and continues to occur 
approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Infrastructure Development: Data Collection and 
Team Structure Status Comments/Evidence 
6. School-wide data (e.g., DIBELS, Curriculum-Based 
Measures, Office Discipline Referrals) are collected 
through an efficient and effective systematic 
process. 
  
7. Statewide and other databases (e.g., Progress 
Monitoring and Reporting Network [PMRN], 
School-Wide Information System [SWIS]) are used 
to make data-based decisions. 
  
8. School-wide data are presented to staff after each 
benchmarking session (e.g., staff meetings, team 
meetings, grade-level meetings). 
  
9. School-wide data are used to evaluate the 
effectiveness of core academic programs. 
  
10. School-wide data are used to evaluate the 
effectiveness of core behavior programs 
  
11. Curriculum-Based Measurement (e.g., DIBELS) 
data are used in conjunction with other data sources 
to identify students needing targeted group 
interventions and individualized interventions for 
academics. 
  
12. Office Disciplinary Referral data are used in 
conjunction with other data sources to identify 
students needing targeted group interventions and 
individualized interventions for behavior. 
  
13. Data are used to evaluate the effectiveness (RtI) of 
Tier 2 intervention programs. 
  
14. Individual student data are utilized to determine 
response to Tier 3 interventions. 
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PS/RtI Implementation Assessment (Cont’d) 
Scale: Not Started (N) — (The activity occurs less than 25% of the time) 
In Progress (I) — (The activity occurs approximately 25% to 74% of the time) 
Achieved (A) — (The activity occurs approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Maintaining (M) — (The activity was rated as achieved last time and continues to occur 
approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Infrastructure Development: Data Collection and 
Team Structure (Cont’d) Status Comments/Evidence 
15. Special Education Eligibility determination is made 
using the RtI model for the following ESE 
programs: 
  
a. Emotional/Behavioral Disabilities (EBD)   
b. Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD)   
16. The school staff has a process to select evidence-
based practices.   
a. Tier 1   
b. Tier 2   
c. Tier 3   
17. The School-Based Leadership Team has a regular 
meeting schedule for problem-solving activities.   
18. The School-Based Leadership Team evaluates target 
student(s) RtI at regular meetings.   
19. The School-Based Leadership Team involves 
parents.   
20. The School-Based Leadership Team has regularly 
scheduled data day meetings to evaluate Tier 1 and 
Tier 2 data. 
  
 
Additional Comments/Evidence: 
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PS/RtI Implementation Assessment (Cont’d) 
Scale: Not Started (N) — (The activity occurs less than 25% of the time) 
In Progress (I) — (The activity occurs approximately 25% to 74% of the time) 
Achieved (A) — (The activity occurs approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Maintaining (M) — (The activity was rated as achieved last time and continues to occur 
approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Implementation: Three-Tiered Intervention System and 
Problem-Solving Process Status Comments/Evidence 
21. The school has established a three-tiered system of 
service delivery.   
a. Tier 1 Academic Core Instruction clearly identified.   
b. Tier 1 Behavior Core Instruction clearly identified.   
c. Tier 2 Academic Supplemental Instruction/Programs 
clearly identified.   
d. Tier 2 Behavior Supplemental Instruction/Programs 
clearly identified.   
e. Tier 3 Academic Intensive Programs are evidence-
based.   
f. Tier 3 Behavior Intensive Programs are evidence-
based.   
22. Teams (e.g., School-Based Leadership Team, Problem-
Solving Team, Grade-Level Teams) implement effective 
problem solving procedures including: 
  
a. Problem is defined as a data-based discrepancy 
(GAP Analysis) between what is expected and what 
is occurring (includes peer and benchmark data). 
  
b. Replacement behaviors (e.g., reading performance 
targets, homework completion targets) are clearly 
defined. 
  
c. Problem analysis is conducted using available data 
and evidence-based hypotheses.   
d. Intervention plans include evidence-based (e.g., 
research-based, data-based) strategies.   
e. Intervention support personnel are identified and 
scheduled for all interventions.   
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Additional Comments/Evidence: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PS/RtI Implementation Assessment (Cont’d) 
Scale: Not Started (N) — (The activity occurs less than 25% of the time) 
In Progress (I) — (The activity occurs approximately 25% to 74% of the time) 
Achieved (A) — (The activity occurs approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Maintaining (M) — (The activity was rated as achieved last time and continues to occur 
approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Implementation: Three-Tiered Intervention System and 
Problem-Solving Process (Cont’d) Status Comments/Evidence 
f. Intervention integrity is documented.   
g. Response to intervention is evaluated through 
systematic data collection   
h. Changes are made to intervention based on student 
response   
i. Parents are routinely involved in implementation of 
interventions   
 
Additional Comments/Evidence: 
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PS/RtI Implementation Assessment (Cont’d) 
Scale: Not Started (N) — (The activity occurs less than 25% of the time) 
In Progress (I) — (The activity occurs approximately 25% to 74% of the time) 
Achieved (A) — (The activity occurs approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Maintaining (M) — (The activity was rated as achieved last time and continues to occur 
approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Implementation: Monitoring and Action Planning Status Comments/Evidence 
23. A strategic plan exists and is used by the School-Based 
Leadership Team to guide implementation of PS/RtI.   
24. The School-Based Leadership Team meets at least twice 
each year to review data and implementation issues.   
25. The School-Based Leadership Team meets at least twice 
each year with the District Leadership team to review 
data and implementation issues. 
  
26. Changes are made to the implementation plan based on 
school and district leadership team decisions.   
27. Feedback on the outcomes of the PS/RtI Project is 
provided to school-based faculty and staff at least yearly.   
 
Additional Comments/Evidence: 
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Self-Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation (SAPSI) – 
Illinois Version 
 
School Name 
 
 
 
 
Date of Report 
District Name & Number 
 
 
 
 
County 
 
 
 
INSTRUCTIONS   
 
Complete and submit at least three times per school year. 
 
The problem solving team should complete this checklist three times per school 
year to monitor activities for implementation of problem solving in the school.  
Completed forms can be faxed or emailedby to your Regional Evaluation 
Coordinator.  
 
Problem-Solving Team Members 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Person(s) Completing Report 
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Checklist #1: Start-Up Activity 
 
Complete and submit at least three times per 
school year. 
Status: 
Not Started ( 0 to 25% )  
In Progress ( 25 to 74% )  
Achieved (75 to 100%)  
Maintaining ( Rated as achieved last 
time) 
Comprehensive Commitment and 
Support 
 
Date 
(MM/DD/Y
Y) 
Date 
(MM/DD/Y
Y) 
Date 
(MM/DD/Y
Y) 
 
 
   
1. District level leadership provides active 
commitment and support.  Status: 
   
2. The building leadership provides support 
and active involvement. (i.e. principal 
actively involved in leadership team 
meetings). 
 Status: 
   
3. Faculty/staff support and are actively 
involved with problem solving (One of top 3 
goals of the SIP, 80% of faculty document 
support, 3 year timeline).  
 Status: 
   
4. A school leadership team is established and 
represents the roles of an administrator, 
facilitator, data mentor, content specialist, 
parent, and representative teachers. 
 Status: 
   
 325 
 
Checklist #1: Start-Up Activity 
 
Complete and submit at least three times per 
school year. 
Status: 
Not Started ( 0 to 25% )  
In Progress ( 25 to 74% )  
Achieved (75 to 100%)  
Maintaining ( Rated as achieved last 
time) 
Establish and Maintain Team Process 
 
Date 
(MM/DD/Y
Y) 
Date 
(MM/DD/Y
Y) 
Date 
(MM/DD/Y
Y) 
    
5. Building has established a three-tiered 
system of service delivery. (this item may 
need to be removed because this may 
appear to be a simple question, but it is 
actually very complex.  This may lead to high 
variability in answers.) 
  
Status: 
   
6. School-wide data is collected through an 
efficient and effective systematic process. 
     
7. School-wide data are presented to staff after 
each benchmarking session. 
 Status:    
8. CBM and/or Office Disciplinary Referral data 
are used in conjunction with other data 
sources to identify students needing targeted 
group interventions and individualized 
interventions.  
 Status    
9. Individual student data are utilized to 
determine the response to interventions. 
 Status:    
10. The building staff has a process to select 
evidence-based practices. 
 Status:    
11. Comprehensive and on-going training is 
provided to all key people including parents. 
 Status:    
12. Team has regular meeting schedule.  Status: 
   
13. Team is established and is representative of 
general education, special education and 
related service personnel. 
 Status:    
14. Team includes parents.  Status 
   
15. Team has regular meeting schedule.  Status: 
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Checklist #1: Start-Up Activity 
 
Complete and submit at least three times per 
school year. 
Status:  
Not Started ( 0 to 25% )  
In Progress ( 25 to 74% )  
Achieved (75 to 100%)  
Maintaining ( Rated as achieved last 
time) 
Three-Tiered System 
 
Date 
(MM/DD/Y
Y) 
Date 
(MM/DD/Y
Y) 
Date 
(MM/DD/Y
Y) 
 
 
   
16. Teams implement effective problem solving 
procedures including: 
 
 Status: 
   
a. Problem is defined as a discrepancy 
between what is expected and what is 
occurring. 
 Status: 
   
b. Problem is described using measurable 
and observable terms 
  
   
c. Replacement behaviors (e.g., reading 
performance targets, homework 
completion targets) are clearly defined 
 Status: 
   
d. Evidence-based interventions are 
implemented 
 Status: 
   
e. Response to intervention is evaluated 
through systematic data collection 
 Status: 
   
f. Changes are made to intervention based 
on student response 
 Status: 
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Checklist #1: Start-Up Activity 
 
Complete and submit at least three times per 
school year. 
Status:  
Not Started ( 0 to 25% )  
In Progress ( 25 to 74% )  
Achieved (75 to 100%)  
Maintaining ( Rated as achieved last 
time) 
Three-Tiered System 
 
Date 
(MM/DD/Y
Y) 
Date 
(MM/DD/Y
Y) 
Date 
(MM/DD/Y
Y) 
 
 
   
Self-Assessment 
17. School-wide team/faculty completes Self-
Assessment of Problem Solving 
Implementation (SAPSI). 
 
 Status: 
   
18. School-wide team summarizes existing 
school school-wide assessment data for 
decision making. 
 
 Status: 
   
19. Strengths, areas of immediate focus and 
action plan are identified. 
 
 Status: 
   
Implementing Evidenced-Based Practice 
20. A school school-wide assessment system for 
identifying and monitoring progress of all 
students is implemented.  
 Status: 
   
21. All building level resources are utilized in the 
development of instruction/interventions.  
 
 Status: 
   
22. Parents are routinely involved in 
implementation of interventions. 
 
 Status: 
   
23. Personnel with problem-solving and 
intervention expertise are identified & and 
involved. 
 
 Status: 
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Checklist #2:  On-going Activity Monitoring 
 
Complete and submit at least three times per 
school year. 
Status:  
Not Started ( 0 to 25% )  
In Progress ( 25 to 74% )  
Achieved (75 to 100%)  
Maintaining ( Rated as achieved last 
time) 
Monitoring and Action Planning 
 Date 
(MM/DD/Y
Y) 
Date 
(MM/DD/Y
Y) 
Date 
(MM/DD/Y
Y) 
 
 
   
24. The problem solving team meets frequently 
enough to follow decision-rules and make 
necessary instructional changes. 
 
 Status: 
   
25. The problem solving team provides a status 
report to faculty.  
 
 Status: 
   
26. Action plan based on the SAPSI is 
implemented. 
 
 Status: 
   
27. The SAPSI action plan is continually 
monitored for integrity of implementation. 
 
 Status: 
   
28. Effectiveness of SAPSI action plan 
implementation is assessed. 
 
 Status: 
   
29. Problem Solving data are analyzed. 
 
 Status: 
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Skill Assessment Example 
 
School Level Data Review Worksheet 
 
      
0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 1 1 1 1 
2 2 2 2 2 2 
3 3 3 3 3 3 
4 4 4 4 4 4 
5 5 5 5 5 5 
6 6 6 6 6 6 
7 7 7 7 7 7 
8 8 8 8 8 8 
9 9 9 9 9 9 
 
 
 
 
Case Study 
 
You are asked by your school principal to review school-level data and answer a number 
of questions for her. The data that are provided are 3rd grade FCAT Reading data and 
represent the % of students in each demographic category who achieved “proficient” 
levels (a score of 3 or better on the FCAT). The three sets of data that are provided are 
for: 
 
1) All students in 3rd grade, 
 
2) The subset of students in 3rd grade who are receiving supplemental instruction (Tier 2) 
in addition to core instruction (Tier 1) and  
 
3) The subset of students who are receiving intensive instruction (Tier 3) in addition to 
core instruction. 
 
After reviewing the data below, answer the questions that follow. Please provide as much 
detail in your responses as you feel is necessary to explain your position. 
1.   Your PS/RtI Project ID: 
Your PS/RtI Project ID was designed to assure 
confidentiality while also providing a method to 
match an individual’s responses across 
instruments. In the space provided (first row), 
please write in the last four digits of your Social 
Security Number and the last two digits of the 
year you were born. Then, shade in the 
corresponding circles. 
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1) The Following Data Are for All 3rd Grade Students in the School 
 
Disaggregated Student Group   % Proficient  
 
Caucasian 82 
African American 43 
Hispanic 56 
Low SES 52 
Student’s with Disabilities 40 
LEP 42 
 
2) The Following Data Are for 3rd Grade Students Receiving Supplemental 
Instruction (Tier 2) in Addition to the Core Curriculum 
 
Disaggregated Student Group % Proficient  
 
Caucasian 67 
African American 32 
Hispanic 40 
Low SES 59 
Students with Disabilities 50 
LEP 60 
 
3) The Following Data Are for 3rd Grade Students Receiving Intensive Instruction 
(Tier 3) in Addition to the Core Curriculum  
 
Disaggregated Student Group % Proficient  
 
Caucasian 31 
African American 30 
Hispanic 55 
Low SES 25 
Students with Disabilities 37 
LEP 45 
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Case Study Questions 
 
1. Is the Core Instruction effective? Justify your decision. 
 
 
 
 
2. Which group(s) of students is likely to improve the most with positive changes in 
core instruction? Justify your decision. 
 
 
 
 
3. Which group(s) of students responded best to supplemental instruction? Justify 
your decision. 
 
 
 
 
4. Who is most likely to be referred for Tier 3 interventions in this school setting? 
Justify your decision. 
 
 
 
 
5. Which group of students is most at-risk for literacy failure in this building? Justify 
your decision. 
 
 
 
 
6. What, in general, can you say about the effectiveness of the different instruction 
tiers in this building? Justify your decision. 
*«
C
od
e»
* 
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» 
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Tier I Problem ID Scoring Rubric Draft – 9/17/07 
 
1. Is the Core Instruction effective?  Justify your decision. 
a. 0 points = mentions that the core curriculum is effective or the 
individual’s position on the effectiveness of the core curriculum cannot be 
determined from the information provided 
b. 1 point = mentions that the core curriculum is not effective, but does not 
provide any rationale for his/her response 
c. 2 points = mentions that the core curriculum is not effective and refers to 
one or more demographic groups not performing well, but does not use 
data to justify the decision (e.g., less than 80% of a demographic group 
attaining benchmarks)  
d. 3 points = mentions that the core curriculum is not effective and provides 
data to justify the decision (e.g., less than 80% of a demographic group 
attaining benchmarks) 
 
2. Which group(s) of students is likely to improve the most with positive changes in 
core instruction? Justify your decision. 
a. 0 points = mentions that Caucasian students are the most likely to improve 
or that the group(s) that is the most likely to improve cannot be 
determined from the information provided 
b. 1 point = mentions that one or more of the demographic groups other than 
Caucasian students are the most likely to improve, but does not use data to 
justify the decision 
c. 2 point = mentions that one or more of the demographic groups other than 
Caucasian students is the most likely to improve and states that the 
group(s) is most likely to improve because of low levels of current 
performance 
 
3. Which group(s) of students responded best to supplemental instruction? Justify 
your decision. 
a. 0 points = does not mention that Caucasian, Low-SES, and/or LEP 
students were among the demographic groups for whom supplemental 
instruction was the most effective 
b. 1 point = mentions that Caucasian, Low-SES, and/or LEP students were 
among the demographic groups for whom supplemental instruction was 
the most effective, but does not use data to justify his/her decision 
c. 2 points = mentions that Caucasian, Low-SES, and/or LEP students were 
among the demographic groups for whom supplemental instruction was 
the most effective and references the proportion of students who 
responded in the groups included in his/her answer 
 
4. Who is most likely to be referred for Tier 3 interventions in this school setting? 
a. 0 points = responds that Caucasian students are the most likely to be 
referred for Tier 3 interventions or the individual’s position on who is the 
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most likely to be referred for Tier 3 interventions is unclear from the 
information provided 
b. 1 point = responds that one or more of the following demographic groups 
are the most likely to be referred for Tier 3 interventions: Hispanic, Low 
SES, Students with Disabilities, or LEP students (but not African 
Americans) 
c. 2 points = responds that African American students are the most likely to 
be referred for Tier 3 interventions 
 
5. Which group of students is most at-risk for literacy failure in this building? 
a. 0 points = responds that Caucasian students are the most at-risk for 
literacy failure in this building or the individual’s position on who is the 
most at-risk for reading failure is unclear from the information provided 
b. 1 point = responds that one or more of the following demographic groups 
are the most at-risk for reading failure in the building: Hispanic, Low SES, 
Students with Disabilities, or LEP students (but not African Americans) 
c. 2 points = responds that African American students are the most at-risk for 
reading failure 
 
6. What, in general, can you say about the effectiveness of the different instruction 
tiers in this building? 
a. 0 points = mentions that the different instructional tiers in this building are 
effective for all students or the individual’s position on the effectiveness 
of the instructional tiers in this building is unclear from the information 
provided  
b. 1 point = mentions that instruction at Tiers I, II, or III is ineffective, but 
does not mention that instruction is ineffective across all three tiers 
c. 2 point = mentions that instruction across all three tiers is ineffective 
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Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist  
 
Directions: For each selected grade-level, please use the scale provided to indicate the 
degree to which each critical component of problem-solving is present in the problem-
solving team paperwork. See the attached rubric for the criteria for determining the 
degree to which each critical component is present.  
 
Component 1 = Present 
2 = Partially  
      Present 
3 = Absent 
N/A = Not applicable 
Evidence/Comments 
Problem Identification  
1. Data were used to determine the effectiveness of core 
academic and behavior instruction 
 1       2       3  
2. Decisions were made to modify core instruction or to 
develop supplemental (Tier II) interventions 
 1       2       3  
3. Universal screening (e.g., DIBELS, ODRs) or other 
data sources (e.g., district-wide assessments) were used 
to identify groups of students in need of supplemental 
intervention  
 1       2       3  
Problem Analysis 
4. The school-based team generated hypotheses to 
identify potential reasons for students not meeting 
benchmarks  
 1       2       3  
5. Data were used to determine viable or active 
hypotheses for why students were not attaining 
benchmarks 
 1      2       3  
Intervention Development and Implementation 
6. Modifications to core instruction     
a. A plan for implementation of modifications 
to core instruction was documented 
 1      2       3      N/A  
b. Support for implementation of 
modifications to core instruction was 
documented 
 1      2       3      N/A  
c. Documentation of implementation of 
modifications to core instruction was 
provided 
 1      2       3      N/A  
7. Supplemental (Tier II) instruction development or 
modification 
   
a. A plan for implementation of supplemental 
instruction was documented 
 1      2       3      N/A  
b. Support for implementation of supplemental 
instruction was documented 
 1      2       3      N/A  
c. Documentation of implementation of 
supplemental instruction was provided 
 1      2       3      N/A  
Program Evaluation/RtI 
8. Criteria for positive response to intervention defined   1      2       3  
9. Progress monitoring data were collected/scheduled   1      2       3  
10. A decision regarding student RtI was documented  1      2       3  
11. A plan for continuing, modifying, or terminating the 
intervention plan was provided  
 1      2       3  
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Tiers I and II Critical Components Checklist Rubric 
 
1. Data were used to determine the effectiveness of core academic and behavior 
instruction  
a. Present = Data quantifying the effectiveness of core academic and/or behavior 
instruction for all students, and for demographic subgroups of students are 
documented 
b. Partially Present = Data quantifying the effectiveness of core academic and/or 
behavior instruction for all students, or for demographic subgroups of students are 
documented 
c. Absent = No data quantifying the effectiveness of core academic and/or behavior 
instruction are document 
 
2. Decisions were made to modify core instruction or to develop supplemental (Tier II) 
interventions  
a. Present = A decision to modify core instruction or to develop supplemental 
interventions was indicated and the decision was appropriate given the data used 
to evaluate the effectiveness of core instruction  
b. Partially Present = A decision to modify core instruction or to develop 
supplemental interventions was indicated, but the decision was not appropriate 
given the data used to evaluate the effectiveness of core instruction  
c. Absent = No decision regarding modifying core instruction or developing 
supplemental interventions was indicated 
 
3. Universal screening (e.g., DIBELS, ODRs) or other data sources (e.g., district-wide 
assessments) were used to identify groups of students in need of supplemental 
intervention  
a. Present = Data from universal screening assessments or other data sources were 
factored into the decision to identify students as needing supplemental 
intervention 
b. Partially Present = Students were identified for supplemental intervention based 
on data; however, the data used to make the decision came from outcome 
assessments such as the SAT-10 or FCAT 
c. Absent = Data were not used to identify students in need of supplemental 
intervention  
 
4. The school-based team generated hypotheses to identify potential reasons for students 
not meeting benchmarks  
a. Present = Reasons for the students not meeting benchmarks were developed. The 
reasons provided span multiple hypotheses domains (e.g., child, curriculum, 
peers, family/community, classroom, teacher) 
b. Partially Present = Reasons for the students not meeting benchmarks were 
developed, but the reasons do not span multiple hypotheses domains (e.g., 
curriculum hypotheses only). 
c. Absent = Reasons for the students not meeting benchmarks were not developed 
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5. Data were used to determine viable or active hypotheses for why students were not 
attaining benchmarks  
a. Present = Data collected using RIOT (Review, Interview, Observe, Test) 
procedures for all hypotheses to determine the reasons that are likely to be 
barriers to the students attaining benchmarks 
b. Partially Present = Data collected using RIOT (Review, Interview, Observe, Test) 
procedures for some hypotheses to determine the reasons that are likely to be 
barriers to the students attaining benchmarks 
c. Absent = Data not collected to determine the reasons that are likely to be barriers 
to the students attaining benchmarks 
 
6a.  A plan for implementation of modifications to core instruction was documented 
a. Present = A plan for implementing modifications to core instruction was 
documented, and included the personnel responsible, the actions to be completed 
and the deadline for completing those actions 
b. Partially Present = A plan for implementing modifications to core instruction was 
documented, but the personnel responsible, the actions to be completed or the 
deadline for completing those actions was not included  
c. Absent = No plan for implementing the modifications to core instruction was 
documented 
d. N/A = The data used to evaluate the effectiveness of the core curriculum 
suggested that the development or modification of supplemental instruction was 
appropriate 
 
6b.  Support for implementation of modifications to core instruction was documented 
a. Present = A plan for providing support to the personnel implementing 
modifications to core instruction was documented, and included the personnel 
responsible, the actions to be completed and the deadline for completing those 
actions 
b. Partially Present = A plan for providing support to the personnel implementing 
modifications to core instruction was documented, but the personnel responsible, 
the actions to be completed or the deadline for completing those actions was not 
included  
c. Absent = No plan for providing support to the personnel implementing the 
modifications to core instruction was documented 
d. N/A = The data used to evaluate the effectiveness of the core curriculum 
suggested that the development or modification of supplemental instruction was 
appropriate 
 
6c.   Documentation of implementation of modifications to core instruction was provided 
a. Present = Data were documented demonstrating that the modifications to core 
instruction were implemented and at least some of the data were quantifiable 
b. Partially Present = Data were documented demonstrating that the modifications to 
core instruction were implemented, but none of the data were quantifiable 
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c. Absent = No information on the degree to which the modifications to core 
instruction were implemented was documented 
d. N/A = The data used to evaluate the effectiveness of the core curriculum 
suggested that the development or modification of supplemental instruction was 
appropriate 
 
7a.   A plan for implementation of supplemental instruction was documented 
a. Present = A plan for implementation of supplemental instruction was 
documented, and included the personnel responsible, the actions to be completed 
and the deadline for completing those actions 
b. Partially Present = A plan for implementation of supplemental instruction was 
documented, but the personnel responsible, the actions to be completed or the 
deadline for completing those actions was not included  
c. Absent = No plan for implementation of supplemental instruction was 
documented 
d. N/A = The data used to evaluate the effectiveness of the core curriculum 
suggested that modification of core instruction was appropriate 
 
7b.  Support for implementation of supplemental instruction was documented 
a. Present = A plan for providing support to the personnel implementing 
supplemental instruction was documented, and included the personnel 
responsible, the actions to be completed and the deadline for completing those 
actions 
b. Partially Present = A plan for providing support to the personnel implementing 
supplemental instruction was documented, but the personnel responsible, the 
actions to be completed or the deadline for completing those actions was not 
included  
c. Absent = No plan for providing support to the personnel implementing 
supplemental instruction was documented 
d. N/A = The data used to evaluate the effectiveness of the core curriculum 
suggested that modifications to core instruction were appropriate 
 
7c.  Documentation of implementation of supplemental instruction was provided 
a. Present = Data were documented demonstrating that the supplemental instruction 
protocol was implemented and at least some of the data were quantifiable 
b. Partially Present = Data were documented demonstrating that the supplemental 
instruction protocol was implemented, but none of the data were quantifiable 
c. Absent = No information on the degree to which supplemental instruction was 
implemented was documented 
d. N/A = The data used to evaluate the effectiveness of the core curriculum 
suggested that modifications to core instruction were appropriate 
 
8.    Criteria for determining positive RtI defined 
a. Present = The rate at which improvement on the target skill is needed for student 
RtI to be considered positive was provided in measurable terms 
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b. Partially Present = Quantifiable data defining improvement in the target skill 
needed for positive RtI was provided, but the data did not include a rate index 
c. Absent = No criteria for determining positive RtI were provided 
 
9.   Progress monitoring data collected/scheduled 
a. Present = Progress monitoring data were collected at an appropriate frequency 
using measures that are sensitive to small changes in the target skill 
b. Partially Present = Progress monitoring data were collected, but were not 
collected frequently enough or were collected using measures that were are not 
sensitive to small changes in the target skill 
c. Absent = Little or no progress monitoring data were collected 
 
10.  Decisions regarding student RtI documented 
a. Present = Documented decisions regarding whether the students demonstrated 
positive, questionable, or poor RtI were made based on progress monitoring data  
b. Partially Present = A discussion of student RtI was provided, but no decisions 
regarding positive, questionable, or poor RtI were made 
c. Absent = No discussion of the students RtI was provided 
 
11.  Plan for continuing, modifying, or terminating the intervention plan provided 
a. Present = A plan for continuing, modifying, or terminating the intervention plan 
was provided based on the students’ RtI 
b. Partially Present = A plan for continuing, modifying, or terminating the 
intervention plan was provided, but it did not link directly to the students’ RtI 
c. Absent = No plan for continuing, modifying, or terminating the intervention plan 
was provided 
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Appendix F  
 
Data Collection, Entry, and Analysis Rubric
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Data Collection, Entry, and Analysis Rubric 
 
Year 1 
 
 
Measure Collection Timeline 
 
 
Collection 
Method & 
Responsible 
Personnel 
Data Entry 
Method  & 
Responsible 
Personnel 
Analysis 
Frequency 
Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul 
Primary Training & Staff Surveys & Skill Assessments 
Beliefs Survey   
SBLT Day 1 & 2 & Staff Pre 
    
SBLT Day 5 & 
Staff Post 
 (3/30-5/15) 
 
  Administered  
by RCs & 
Coaches 
Uploaded via 
scantron by 
Project staff 
1 x year 
Direct Skill 
Assessments 
  
SBLT Day 2 & Staff Pre  
 
SBLT Day 3 
 
SBLT Day 4 
 
SBLT Day 5 
 Administered  
by RCs & 
Coaches 
Scored & 
Entered by 
Project staff 
2-4 x year 
Tied to 
training 
schedule for 
SBLTs 
Perceptions of Practices 
Survey 
 
 
  
SBLT & Staff Pre  
       Administered  
by RCs & 
Coaches 
Uploaded via 
scantron by 
Project staff 
1 x year 
Perceptions of Skills 
Survey 
  
SBLT & Staff Pre 
    
SBLT Day 5 & 
Staff Post  
 
  Administered  
by RCs & 
Coaches 
Uploaded via 
scantron by 
Project staff 
1 x year 
School Personnel 
Satisfaction Survey 
 
 
  
SBLT & Staff Pre 
       Administered  
by RCs & 
Coaches 
Uploaded via 
scantron by 
Project staff 
1 x year 
Training Evaluation 
Survey** 
 
  
SBLT Day 1 & Day 2 
 
SBLT Day 3 
 
SBLT Day 4 
 
SBLT Day 5 
 Administered  
by RCs & 
Coaches 
Uploaded via 
scantron by 
Project staff 
4 x year 
Tied to 
training 
schedule 
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Measure Collection Timeline 
 
 
Collection 
Method & 
Responsible 
Personnel 
Data Entry 
Method  & 
Responsible 
Personnel 
Analysis 
Frequency 
Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul 
Training & Technical Assistance Logs 
Regional Coordinator 
Training & Technical 
Assistance Logs 
X X X X X X X X X X X  RCs track 
activities and 
hours 
RCs enter into 
remote database 
(minimum of 
monthly) 
Monthly 
Coaches Training & 
Technical Assistance 
Logs* 
X X X X X X X X X X X  Coaches track 
activities and 
hours 
Coaches enter 
into remote 
database 
(minimum of 
monthly) 
Monthly 
Implementation Integrity Measures 
Tiers I & II Critical 
Components Checklist* 
 
 
T1 Window 
 
T2 Window 
 
T3 Window 
Coaches 
complete 
checklists from 
permanent 
products 
Project staff 
enter into 
database 
3 x year 
Tiers I & II Observation 
Checklist* 
 
NOT COLLECTED DURING YEAR 1 
Tier III Critical 
Components Checklist* 
 
NOT COLLECTED DURING YEAR 1 
Problem-Solving Team 
Meeting Checklists: 
Initial & Follow-Up* 
 
NOT COLLECTED DURING YEAR 1 
Self Assessment of 
Problem Solving 
Implementation 
(SAPSI) 
  
Pre 
      
Post 
  SBLT 
completes while 
coach facilitates  
Project staff 
enter 
2 x year 
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Measure Collection Timeline 
 
 
Collection 
Method & 
Responsible 
Personnel 
Data Entry 
Method  & 
Responsible 
Personnel 
Analysis 
Frequency 
Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul 
School Demographics 
School Demographics 
(See “School 
Demographics Data 
Protocol”)* 
 
X 
    
 
       PE collects 
from FL DOE 
Data 
Warehouse 
Project staff 
download files 
1 x year 
School Staff 
Demographics (See 
“School Staff Data 
Protocol”)* 
 
X 
           PE collects 
from FL DOE 
Data 
Warehouse 
Project staff 
download files 
1 x year 
School Level Student and Systemic Outcomes 
SAT-10/FCAT* (See 
“Individual Student 
Data Protocol”) 
X             PE collects 
from FL DOE 
Warehouse 
Project staff 
download files 
1 x year 
DIBELS/CBM* (See 
“Individual Student 
Data Protocol”) 
X            PE collects 
from FCRR 
Project staff 
download files 
1 x year 
ODRs (See “Systemic 
Outcome Data 
Protocol”)* 
X            PE collects 
from FL DOE 
Warehouse 
Project staff 
download files 
1 x year 
PST Referrals (See 
“Systemic Outcome 
Data Protocol”)* 
X            PE collects 
from districts 
Project staff 
download files 
1 x year 
ESE Referrals (See 
“Systemic Outcome 
Data Protocol”)* 
X            PE collects 
from FL DOE 
Warehouse 
Project staff 
download files 
1 x year 
ESE Evaluations (See 
“Systemic Outcome 
Data Protocol”)* 
X            PE collects 
from FL DOE 
Warehouse 
Project staff 
download files 
1 x year 
ESE Placements (See 
“Systemic Outcome 
Data Protocol”)* 
X            PE collects 
from FL DOE 
Warehouse 
Project staff 
download files 
1 x year 
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Measure Collection Timeline 
 
 
Collection 
Method & 
Responsible 
Personnel 
Data Entry 
Method  & 
Responsible 
Personnel 
Analysis 
Frequency 
Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul 
Absences (See 
“Individual Student 
Data Protocol”)* 
X            PE collects 
from FL DOE 
Warehouse 
Project staff 
download files 
1 x year 
Retentions (See 
“Individual Student 
Data Protocol”)* 
X            PE collects 
from FL DOE 
Warehouse 
Project staff 
download files 
1 x year 
Other Process Measures 
Coaching Evaluation 
Survey** 
         
X 
   Mailed to 
principals to be 
completed by 
SBLTs 
Uploaded via 
scantron by 
Project staff 
1 x year 
Technical Assistance 
Evaluation Survey –
Statewide Training 
Versions? 
 
NOT COMPLETED DURING YEAR 1 
Other Outcome Measures 
Parent Satisfaction 
Survey* 
 
NOT COMPLETED DURING YEAR 1 
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Appendix G 
 
Statistical Models 
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Research Question 1 
 
Multi-Level Model for Predicting an Educator’s Average Item Score on the Beliefs 
Survey 
 
Individuals Beliefs Score = γ000 + γ001 (School Size) + γ002 (Staff Size) + γ003 (% White) + 
γ004 (% Black) + γ005 (% Hispanic) + γ006 (% Asian) + γ007 (% Native American) + γ008 (% 
Multi-Racial) + γ009 (% Male) + γ010 (% Free-Reduced Lunch) + γ011 (% English Language 
Learners) + γ012 (% Students with Disabilities) + γ013 (Pilot School Status) + γ014 (District 
A) + γ015 (District B) + γ016 (District C) + γ017 (District D) + γ018 (District E) + γ019 (District 
F) + γ020 (District G) + γ021 (District H) + γ022 (Average FCAT Baseline) + γ100 + γ101 
(School Size*time) + γ102 (Staff Size*time) + γ103 (% White*time) + γ104 (% Black*time) 
+ γ105 (% Hispanic*time) + γ106 (% Asian*time) + γ107 (% Native American*time) + γ108 
(% Multi-Racial*time) + γ109 (% Male*time) + γ110 (% Free-Reduced Lunch*time) + γ111 
(% English Language Learners*time) + γ112 (% Students with Disabilities*time) + γ113 
(Pilot School Status*time) + γ114 (District A*time) + γ115 (District B*time) + γ116 (District 
C*time) + γ117 (District D*time) + γ118 (District E*time) + γ119 (District F*time) + γ120 
(District G*time) + γ121 (District H*time) + γ122 (% SBLT Attendance*time) + γ123 (# 
Coach Trainings*time) + γ124 (Coach Training Hours*time) + γ125 (# Coach TA*time) + 
γ126 (Coach TA Hours*time) + γ127 (Average FCAT Baseline*time) +  β001 (General 
Education Teacher) + β002 (Special Education Teacher) + β003 (Administrator) + β004 
(Student Support Services) + β005 (Other) + β006 (Experience) + β007 (Degree) + β008 
(SBLT Membership) + β101 (General Education Teacher*time) + β102 (Special Education 
Teacher*time) + β103 (Administrator*time) + β104 (Student Support Services*time) + β105 
(Other*time) β106 (Experience*time) + β107 (Degree*time) + β108 (SBLT 
Membership*time) + ε000 + μ000 + μ001 + μ002 
 
Note 
γ000 = School-Level intercept 
γ001 - γ022 = School-Level predictors of an educator’s average item score 
γ100 = School-Level slope 
γ101 - γ127 = School-Level predictors of an educator’s slope 
β001 - β008 = Educator-Level predictors of an educator’s average item score 
β101 - β108 = Educator-Level predictors of an educator’s slope 
ε000 = Error 
μ000 - μ002 = Error associated with random intercepts across levels 
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Multi-Level Model for Predicting an Educator’s Average Item Score on the Perceptions 
of Skills Survey (Response to Intervention – Academic and Response to Intervention – 
Behavior Skills) 
 
Individuals Perceptions of (RTI-A or RTI-B) Skills Score = γ000 + γ001 (School Size) + 
γ002 (Staff Size) + γ003 (% White) + γ004 (% Black) + γ005 (% Hispanic) + γ006 (% Asian) + 
γ007 (% Native American) + γ008 (% Multi-Racial) + γ009 (% Male) + γ010 (% Free-Reduced 
Lunch) + γ011 (% English Language Learners) + γ012 (% Students with Disabilities) + γ013 
(Pilot School Status) + γ014 (District A) + γ015 (District B) + γ016 (District C) + γ017 (District 
D) + γ018 (District E) + γ019 (District F) + γ020 (District G) + γ021 (District H) + γ022 
(Average FCAT Baseline) + γ100 + γ101 (School Size*time) + γ102 (Staff Size*time) + γ103 
(% White*time) + γ104 (% Black*time) + γ105 (% Hispanic*time) + γ106 (% Asian*time) + 
γ107 (% Native American*time) + γ108 (% Multi-Racial*time) + γ109 (% Male*time) + γ110 
(% Free-Reduced Lunch*time) + γ111 (% English Language Learners*time) + γ112 (% 
Students with Disabilities*time) + γ113 (Pilot School Status*time) + γ114 (District A*time) 
+ γ115 (District B*time) + γ116 (District C*time) + γ117 (District D*time) + γ118 (District 
E*time) + γ119 (District F*time) + γ120 (District G*time) + γ121 (District H*time) + γ122 (% 
SBLT Attendance*time) + γ123 (# Coach Trainings*time) + γ124 (Coach Training 
Hours*time) + γ125 (# Coach TA*time) + γ126 (Coach TA Hours*time) + γ127 (Average 
FCAT Baseline*time) +  β001 (General Education Teacher) + β002 (Special Education 
Teacher) + β003 (Administrator) + β004 (Student Support Services) + β005 (Other) + β006 
(Experience) + β007 (Degree) + β008 (SBLT Membership) + β101 (General Education 
Teacher*time) + β102 (Special Education Teacher*time) + β103 (Administrator*time) + 
β104 (Student Support Services*time) + β105 (Other*time) β106 (Experience*time) + β107 
(Degree*time) + β108 (SBLT Membership*time) + ε000 + μ000 + μ001 + μ002 
 
Note 
γ000 = School-Level intercept 
γ001 - γ022 = School-Level predictors of an educator’s average item score 
γ100 = School-Level slope 
γ101 - γ127 = School-Level predictors of an educator’s slope 
β001 - β008 = Educator-Level predictors of an educator’s average item score 
β101 - β108 = Educator-Level predictors of an educator’s slope 
ε000 = Error 
μ000 - μ002 = Error associated with random intercepts across levels 
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Research Question Two 
 
Multi-Level Model for Predicting an Educator’s Percent of Points Possible on Skill 
Assessments Administered 
 
Individuals Skill Assessment Skill Score = γ000 + γ001 (School Size) + γ002 (Staff Size) + 
γ003 (% White) + γ004 (% Black) + γ005 (% Hispanic) + γ006 (% Asian) + γ007 (% Native 
American) + γ008 (% Multi-Racial) + γ009 (% Male) + γ010 (% Free-Reduced Lunch) + γ011 
(% English Language Learners) + γ012 (% Students with Disabilities) + γ013 (District A) + 
γ014 (District B) + γ015 (District C) + γ016 (District D) + γ017 (District E) + γ018 (District F) + 
γ019 (District G) + γ020 (District H) + γ021 (% SBLT Attendance) + γ100 + γ101 (School 
Size*time) + γ102 (Staff Size*time) + γ103 (% White*time) + γ104 (% Black*time) + γ105 (% 
Hispanic*time) + γ106 (% Asian*time) + γ107 (% Native American*time) + γ108 (% Multi-
Racial*time) + γ109 (% Male*time) + γ110 (% Free-Reduced Lunch*time) + γ111 (% 
English Language Learners*time) + γ112 (% Students with Disabilities*time) + γ113 
(District A*time) + γ114 (District B*time) + γ115 (District C*time) + γ116 (District D*time) 
+ γ117 (District E*time) + γ118 (District F*time) + γ119 (District G*time) + γ120 (District 
H*time) + γ121 (% SBLT Attendance*time) + β001 (General Education Teacher) + β002 
(Special Education Teacher) + β003 (Administrator) + β004 (Student Support Services) + 
β005 (Other) + β006 (Experience) + β007 (Degree) + β101 (General Education Teacher*time) 
+ β102 (Special Education Teacher*time) + β103 (Administrator*time) + β104 (Student 
Support Services*time) + β105 (Other*time) β106 (Experience*time) + β107 (Degree*time) 
+ ε000  
 
Note 
γ000 = School-Level intercept 
γ001 - γ027 = School-Level predictors of an educator’s average item score 
γ100 = School-Level slope 
γ101 - γ127 = School-Level predictors of an educator’s slope 
β001 - β008 = Educator-Level predictors of an educator’s average item score 
β101 - β108 = Educator-Level predictors of an educator’s slope 
ε000 = Error 
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Research Question 3 
 
Multi-Level Model for Predicting Implementation Integrity as Measured by the Self-
Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation (SAPSI) 
 
Building’s SAPSI Score = γ000 + γ001 (School Size) + γ002 (Staff Size) + γ003 (% White) + 
γ004 (% Black) + γ005 (% Hispanic) + γ006 (% Asian) + γ007 (% Native American) + γ008 (% 
Multi-Racial) + γ009 (% Male) + γ010 (% Free-Reduced Lunch) + γ011 (% English Language 
Learners) + γ012 (% Students with Disabilities) + γ013 (District A) + γ014 (District B) + γ015 
(District C) + γ016 (District D) + γ017 (District E) + γ018 (District F) + γ019 (District G) + γ020 
(District H) + γ021 (Average FCAT Baseline) + γ100 + γ101 (School Size*time) + γ102 (Staff 
Size*time) + γ103 (% White*time) + γ104 (% Black*time) + γ105 (% Hispanic*time) + γ106 
(% Asian*time) + γ107 (% Native American*time) + γ108 (% Multi-Racial*time) + γ109 (% 
Male*time) + γ110 (% Free-Reduced Lunch*time) + γ111 (% English Language 
Learners*time) + γ112 (% Students with Disabilities*time) + γ113 (District A*time) + γ114 
(District B*time) + γ115 (District C*time) + γ116 (District D*time) + γ117 (District E*time) 
+ γ118 (District F*time) + γ119 (District G*time) + γ120 (District H*time) + γ121 (% SBLT 
Attendance*time) + γ122 (# Coach Trainings*time) + γ123 (Coach Training Hours*time) + 
γ124 (# Coach TA*time) + γ125 (Coach TA Hours*time) + γ126 (Average FCAT 
Baseline*time) + ε000 + μ000 + μ001 + r100 + r101  
 
Note 
γ000 = School-Level intercept 
γ001 - γ021 = School-Level predictors of building’s score 
γ100 = School-Level slope 
γ101 - γ126 = School-Level predictors of a building’s slope 
ε000 = Error 
μ000 - μ001 = Error associated with random intercepts 
r100 - r101 = Error associated with random slopes 
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Multi-Level Model for Predicting a Building’s Implementation Integrity as Measured by 
the Tier I & II Critical Components Checklist 
 
Building’s Tier I & II Critical Components Checklist Score = γ000 + γ001 (School Size) + 
γ002 (Staff Size) + γ003 (% White) + γ004 (% Black) + γ005 (% Hispanic) + γ006 (% Asian) + 
γ007 (% Native American) + γ008 (% Multi-Racial) + γ009 (% Male) + γ010 (% Free-Reduced 
Lunch) + γ011 (% English Language Learners) + γ012 (% Students with Disabilities) + γ013 
(Pilot School Status) γ014 (District A) + γ015 (District B) + γ016 (District C) + γ017 (District 
D) + γ018 (District E) + γ019 (District F) + γ020 (District G) + γ021 (District H) + γ022 (% 
SBLT Attendance) + γ023 (# Coach Trainings) + γ024 (Coach Training Hours) + γ025 (# 
Coach TA) + γ026 (Coach TA Hours) + γ027 (Average FCAT Baseline) + γ028 (Average 
Implementation Baseline) + γ100 + γ101 (School Size*time) + γ102 (Staff Size*time) + γ103 
(% White*time) + γ104 (% Black*time) + γ105 (% Hispanic*time) + γ106 (% Asian*time) + 
γ107 (% Native American*time) + γ108 (% Multi-Racial*time) + γ109 (% Male*time) + γ110 
(% Free-Reduced Lunch*time) + γ111 (% English Language Learners*time) + γ112 (% 
Students with Disabilities*time) + γ113 (Pilot School Status*time) + γ114 (District A*time) 
+ γ115 (District B*time) + γ116 (District C*time) + γ117 (District D*time) + γ118 (District 
E*time) + γ119 (District F*time) + γ120 (District G*time) + γ121 (District H*time) + γ122 (% 
SBLT Attendance*time) + γ123 (# Coach Trainings*time) + γ124 (Coach Training 
Hours*time) + γ125 (# Coach TA*time) + γ126 (Coach TA Hours*time) + γ127 (Average 
FCAT Baseline*time) + γ127 (Average Implementation Baseline*time) + ε000 + μ000 + μ001 
+ r100 + r101  
 
Note 
γ000 = School-Level intercept 
γ001 - γ028 = School-Level predictors of building’s score 
γ100 = School-Level slope 
γ101 - γ128 = School-Level predictors of a building’s slope 
ε000 = Error 
μ000 - μ001 = Error associated with random intercepts 
r100 - r101 = Error associated with random slopes 
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Appendix H 
 
Residual Variance Assumption Analyses Summary 
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Normality of Residuals Assumption – Beliefs Model 
 
 Multi-level models assume that residuals of predicted values are normally 
distributed. To examine this assumption, two analyses were conducted. First, a visual 
analysis of a scatterplot of the residuals from predicted average item beliefs scores was 
examined to determine the extent to which the residuals appeared to be normally 
distributed. Second, the homogeneity of the variance across units was examined by 
visually analyzing the distribution of residual variances across schools. A stem and leaf 
plot was created from the residual variances across schools to determine the extent to 
which these residual variances were normally distributed. 
 Figure 1 below includes the scatterplot of the residuals from predicated average 
item beliefs scores. A visual inspection of the scatterplot revealed relatively normally 
distributed residual variances. Figure 2 below includes a stem and leaf plot of the residual 
average item belief scores across schools. A visual inspection of the stem and leaf plot 
suggested that the residual variances across schools were slightly skewed with one 
significant outlier appearing to contribute to the skewness observed. Although these 
residuals were slightly skewed, the visual analysis did not suggest that multi-level 
modeling procedures should be abandoned.  
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Figure 1. Scatterplot of Predicted Beliefs Score Residuals 
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Figure 2. Distribution of Level 1 Residual Variance Across Level 3 Units for Beliefs 
Model. 
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Normality of Residuals Assumption – RTI-A Model 
 
 Multi-level models assume that residuals of predicted values are normally 
distributed. To examine this assumption, two analyses were conducted. First, a visual 
analysis of a scatterplot of the residuals from predicted average item RTI-A scores was 
examined to determine the extent to which the residuals appeared to be normally 
distributed. Second, the homogeneity of the variance across units was examined by 
visually analyzing the distribution of residual variances across schools. A stem and leaf 
plot was created from the residual variances across schools to determine the extent to 
which these residual variances were normally distributed. 
 Figure 3 below includes the scatterplot of the residuals from predicated average 
item RTI-A scores. A visual inspection of the scatterplot revealed relatively normally 
distributed residual variances. Figure 4 below includes a stem and leaf plot of the residual 
average item RTI-A scores across schools. A visual inspection of the stem and leaf plot 
suggested that the residual variances across schools were slightly skewed with one outlier 
appearing to contribute to the skewness observed. Although these residuals were slightly 
skewed, the visual analysis did not suggest that multi-level modeling procedures should 
be abandoned. 
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Figure 3. Scatterplot of Predicted RTI-A Score Residuals. 
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Figure 4. Distribution of Level 1 Residual Variance Across Level 3 Units for RTI-A 
Model. 
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Normality of Residuals Assumption – RTI-B Model 
 
 Multi-level models assume that residuals of predicted values are normally 
distributed. To examine this assumption, two analyses were conducted. First, a visual 
analysis of a scatterplot of the residuals from predicted average item RTI-B scores was 
examined to determine the extent to which the residuals appeared to be normally 
distributed. Second, the homogeneity of the variance across units was examined by 
visually analyzing the distribution of residual variances across schools. A stem and leaf 
plot was created from the residual variances across schools to determine the extent to 
which these residual variances were normally distributed. 
 Figure 5 below includes the scatterplot of the residuals from predicated average 
item RTI-B scores. A visual inspection of the scatterplot revealed relatively normally 
distributed residual variances. Figure 6 below includes a stem and leaf plot of the residual 
average item RTI-B scores across schools. A visual inspection of the stem and leaf plot 
suggested that the residual variances across schools were slightly skewed with one 
significant outlier appearing to contribute to the skewness observed. Although these 
residuals were slightly skewed, the visual analysis did not suggest that multi-level 
modeling procedures should be abandoned.   
 358 
 
       ‚                                                                                               
   1.5 ˆ                                                 A                                             
       ‚                                                                                               
       ‚                                              A           A                                    
       ‚                                 A                                                             
       ‚                                A             A   A         AB                                 
       ‚                                 A         A        AA    AA   BA                              
   1.0 ˆ                               A      A       AA    A   A   A  A AA                            
       ‚                                               A       A  B B  A     A                         
       ‚                            A    A         A  A   B BA    A AAABAAAABBB                        
       ‚                                  ABA AA   AAAABACBE   B A ACC  BAAC  CA A                     
       ‚                                    A AABC  B ABABB CCAAB EABCF EDCABACA AAC                   
       ‚                             A A BA  A  A  B AAAIBBGBBDEFBDBBBFBCBDCD   C  BB                  
   0.5 ˆ                       A  A AAA A    B CAADCCBFBEEFEDIJD EFCDJEFBA B AAAA  A A  A              
       ‚                      AA  B    ACAA EACC GEBCDBCHMHHIDGQNFFGDCBBDC ECBAA A A  A                
       ‚                          A A A AB AAAA EDBFFCIFFGPNIMLQGOKIBCAADC BFAA BAAADA                 
       ‚        A                  AB AABCACED FEFCDKKPNKOMRRLRRIGKMLCECB BAA  C BAA   A A             
       ‚             A         A BB BA  ADACDJDGFKKILHKULYLJQHSMQFLFHHKFBDBAA  A      A                
R      ‚                    A BC  AA ABBCFDAGGEHJHBMNMWRRPLTMITEHIFJFJEEEDDBA    A                     
e  0.0 ˆ              A      A  A  BA A AGGFKGMFJLOSSUNLPQMMRIMFCFFECBACDDC  C A A  A                  
s      ‚                    AAAABCABDBFGHDHGGIHIKSUUMRNLIHHGGGBEBAACDBDDA BA A                         
i      ‚       A         BAAA A ABAADCDAEFIDEQIIRNRUROHHGJEMCEFDK BADCCCBA     BA          A           
d      ‚                 A AAB AAACACBACDDEKKJIJIEJHLEKJGCHCCACDDCB B AABBB   A A                      
u      ‚             A      ABBABACDBBFMDIFGKHEPIJFEBACFFIBEGACD  BBB ABBA   A  A   A                  
a      ‚           A  A  A B BCCEAHCEIBDEFEGEBCIEHAAFAABABCCBA FBB C A        A                        
l -0.5 ˆ      BA  A  AB  CBAABBA ACEAHDHDGHEFBECDDCC B  B  BCA   B B AA             A                  
       ‚       AA      AA  B   CCD ADCCCDDDFBACECACAAA BBBB AABBAA     A                               
       ‚       A   A A  AC BAED FCECCBECBABAA CA A AAACBBAA                                            
       ‚       BA    B CBDA EAADCDAABAAABCB D AA    ABD AABAAA        A                                
       ‚           ACBABA AAA BEBABABACABBAA  AC B A   A                                               
       ‚           A D AA BB EABAB AA B    A A   A       A    A                                        
  -1.0 ˆ              BA  AAA  B     A C AA A    A A            A                                      
       ‚               AB B    A        A    A  A A                                                    
       ‚                   B    A   A          AA                  A                                   
       ‚                   AA                                                                          
       ‚                                                                                               
       ‚                                                                                               
  -1.5 ˆ                                     A                                                         
       ‚                                                                                               
       ‚                               A                                                               
       ‚                                A A                                                            
       ‚                                                                                               
       ‚                                                                                               
  -2.0 ˆ                                                                                               
       ‚                                                                                               
       Šƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒ 
        1.5          2.0          2.5          3.0          3.5          4.0          4.5          5.0 
                                                                                                       
                                                  Predicted    
 
Figure 5. Scatterplot of Predicted RTI-B Score Residuals. 
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Figure 6. Distribution of Level 1 Residual Variance Across Level 3 Units for RTI-B 
Model. 
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Normality of Residuals Assumption – Skills Model 
 
 Multi-level models assume that residuals of predicted values are normally 
distributed. To examine this assumption, two analyses were conducted. First, a visual 
analysis of a scatterplot of the residuals from predicted percent of points possible skills 
scores was examined to determine the extent to which the residuals appeared to be 
normally distributed. Second, the homogeneity of the variance across units was examined 
by visually analyzing the distribution of residual variances across schools. A stem and 
leaf plot was created from the residual variances across schools to determine the extent to 
which these residual variances were normally distributed. 
 Figure 7 below includes the scatterplot of the residuals from predicated percent of 
points possible skills scores. A visual inspection of the scatterplot revealed that the 
residual variances appeared to be somewhat skewed with more predictions occurring 
above the observed value than below. Figure 8 below includes a stem and leaf plot of the 
residual percent of points possible skills scores across schools. A visual inspection of the 
stem and leaf plot suggested that the residual variances across schools were relatively 
normally distributed. Although the predicted value residuals were somewhat skewed, the 
visual analysis did not suggest that multi-level modeling procedures should be 
abandoned.   
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Figure 7. Scatterplot of Predicted Skill Assessment Score Residuals. 
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Figure 8. Distribution of Level 1 Residual Variance Across Level 3 Units for Skill  
 
Assessment Model.  
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Normality of Residuals Assumption – SAPSI Model 
 
 Multi-level models assume that residuals of predicted values are normally 
distributed. To examine this assumption, two analyses were conducted. First, a visual 
analysis of a scatterplot of the residuals from predicted average item SAPSI scores was 
examined to determine the extent to which the residuals appeared to be normally 
distributed. Second, the homogeneity of the variance across units was examined by 
visually analyzing the distribution of residual variances across schools. A stem and leaf 
plot was created from the residual variances across schools to determine the extent to 
which these residual variances were normally distributed. 
 Figure 9 below includes the scatterplot of the residuals from predicated average 
item SAPSI scores. A visual inspection of the scatterplot revealed relatively normally 
distributed residual variances. Figure 10 below includes a stem and leaf plot of the 
residual average item belief scores across schools. A visual inspection of the stem and 
leaf plot suggested that the residual variances across schools were slightly skewed with 
two outliers appearing to contribute to the skewness observed. Although these residuals 
were slightly skewed, the visual analysis did not suggest that multi-level modeling 
procedures should be abandoned.   
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        Figure 9. Scatterplot of Predicted SAPSI Score Residuals. 
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Figure 10. Distribution of Level 1 Residual Variance Across Level 2 Units for the SAPSI 
 
 Model.    
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  Normality of Residuals Assumption – Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist  
 
Model 
 
 Multi-level models assume that residuals of predicted values are normally 
distributed. To examine this assumption, two analyses were conducted. First, a visual 
analysis of a scatterplot of the residuals from predicted average item Tier I and II Critical 
Components Checklist scores was examined to determine the extent to which the 
residuals appeared to be normally distributed. Second, the homogeneity of the variance 
across units was examined by visually analyzing the distribution of residual variances 
across schools. A stem and leaf plot was created from the residual variances across 
school to determine the extent to which these residual variances were normally 
distributed. 
 Figure 11 below includes the scatterplot of the residuals from predicated average 
item Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist scores. A visual inspection of the 
scatterplot revealed relatively normally distributed residual variances. Figure 12 below 
includes a stem and leaf plot of the residual average item belief scores across schools. A 
visual inspection of the stem and leaf plot suggested that the residual variances across 
schools were slightly skewed with three outliers appearing to contribute to the skewness 
observed. Although these residuals were slightly skewed, the visual analysis did not 
suggest that multi-level modeling procedures should be abandoned.   
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Figure 11. Scatterplot of Predicted Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist Score  
 
Residuals. 
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Figure 12. Distribution of Level 1 Residual Variance Across Level 2 Units for the Tier I  
 
and II Critical Components Checklist Model. 
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